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HIGHLIGHTS

® 68% of challengers ask that school districts completely end use of the
challenged material or service.

® 60% of responding districts have experienced curriculum chalienges.

® The number of districts reporting challenges increased by five percentage
points between the 1991 and 1993 data.

@ 39% of the responding districts reported challenges during the 1991-1992
and 1992-93 school years.

® 44% of the challenges were at elementary school sites in the 1993 data. -

e Concerns about religious conflict or satanic/witchcraft issues account for
50% of the challenges in the 1993 data.

® 77% of the responding districts indicated that they have a board policy for
dealing with curriculum challenges.

e Only 11% of the districts reported in 1993 that th2y removed the
challenged material or ended the challenged service.

® Organized groups were identified by the challengers as supporters or
participants in 35% of the challenges.

® 93% of responding administrators indicated that they knew about
challenges in other districts.

® Only 12% of responding administrators indicated that challenges they
heard about were haudled routinely with little controversy.

® 9% of the districts reported that (a) they would be less likely to adopt
material challenged elsewhere, (b) might not consider items known to have
caused contentious challenges, or (c) would not consider such materials.
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CURRICULUM CHALLENGES IN CALIFORNIA
| 1993

Schools shouldn't be battlegrounds over values. In fact, they should be the
meeting ground, the common ground. Schools should be helping parents raise
children with strong, positive values. This can and does happen where educators
and school boards are doing their jobs.

John Mesmmow, "Don'1 Offend: Ouwr High-Level Policy
of Cowardice,” Edncation Week, Fcb. 16, 1994, p. 42.

[A local board member] recently appeared on two radio walk shows and said
schools in [her] district and throughout the county are teaching about Satanism,
levitation, secular humanism and the occult. The other four trustees criticized
ther] for making the statements, which they called unsubstantiated and improper

because she did not give the district an opportunity to investigate the claims.

Local sewspaper teport about a community where the achools have
become & batileground over *New Age leaching.®

MEETING GROUND OR BATTLEGROUND?

The battles taking place in California public schools have been reported on national
television news shows and in major newspapers across the country. John Merrow who is the
executive editor of "The Merrow Report” on public-television discussed the impact of these
battles on the school districts which attempt to take a middle position and avoid giving offense.
He concluded that a retreat from controversy will only result in raising children who are afraid
of ideas and become "ignorant, easily led adults" (Merrow, p. 42). However, the vast majority
of people who challenge material (97% in the data collected in 1993) left districts no middle
ground because they wanted to restrict material or remove material from use by all children
rather than asking only that their child not use the material. Thus, the challenges are not simply
an exercise in parental influence over their own child, but an attempt to remove from use by all
students materizal considered controversial by a limited number of challengers.

- Table 1
What did the challenger ask the school district
to do when the challenge originated?

3% Excuse their child from using the material or service.
18% Restrict use of the material or service.

11% Revise or edit out "objectionable sections."

68% Completely end use of the material or service.

In the fall of 1989, the Board of Directors of the Educational Congress of California
decided to explore what was really happening in school districts around California by funding
the printing and distribution of a questionnaire sent to every school district superintendent in the
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State. The purpose of the questionnaire was to gather accurate information on the number and
types of challenges to curriculum and services in California public schools. The first
questionnaire was distributed in the spring of 1990. A second survey was done in 1991, This
report is based on data collected when the survey was done for a third time in 1993 and
compares the data collected in all three years.

It must be noted that throughout this report each data collection represents two school
years. Thus, the data collected in 1993 is for both 1991-92 and 1992-93 school years. Data
has been collected in two year blocks because challenges do not fit neatly into a single school
year. Challenges may take many months to be resolved.

The purpose of collecting data over a period of years is to explore whether there are
changes or patterns. If the phenomenon being studied is stable, the data would not show changes
in magnitude but would be constant. Most of the data for each year of the study is presented as
percentages of the total sample. In discussing changes in magnitude between the years, the
difference in percentages is used rather than the absolute numbers in most cases. Additionally,
some new questions have been added to the survey form in response to suggestions from the
ficld, other researchers, and reporters.

WHO RESPONDED

Three hundred and thirteen districts in California responded to the survey in 1993,
Districts from all of California‘s counties responded. The largest returns were from Los Angeles
(49 districts), Orange (18), San Diego (23), Santa Clara (16) and San Bernardino (17) counties.
In 1990, 421 districts responded and in 1991, 379. The 1993 response represents approximately
one-third of the districts in the state. Some districts that had participated in the past noted that
because of budget cuts they no longer completed "non-mandatory” surveys. Also duc to budget
restrictions the survey forms where mailed in 1993 using "bulk rate” rather than first class mail
which could also have impacted the return rate.

The districts that responded to the questionnaire were fairly representative of the districts
statewide. The size of the student poprlation (ADA) of the districts that responded matched
closely with the statewide percentages. (See Table 2,) However, smaller districts are under
represented in the sample. It may be that these districts lacked the administrative support to
respond to the questionnaire or that most concerns about curriculum are managed informally and
thus not reported in this study. All types of districts responded to the survey—-elementary, high
school, and unified districts. (See table 3.)

The questionnaires were sent to the superintendents in two parts (scc appendix page 33—
38). The District Report form contained 12 questions used to determine (3) whether a district
had received challenges; (b) the perceptions as to whether in comparison to other years therc
were More, less or about the same number of challenges; and (¢} what they knew about and how
they responded to challenges in other districts. In addition, a Challenge Report form was to be
completed for each specific challenge. One hundred forty-three Challenge Reports were
returned. However, not every district that reported having challenges on the District Report form
filled out the Challenge Reports. Data taken only from the Challenge Reports are noted

2
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@ throughout this report. All other data comes from the Districts Reports.

Table 2
SIZE OF DISTRICTS RESPONDING
COMPARED TO STATEWIDE DATA

SIZE OF ADA | STATEWIDE 1993
1993-94* DATA
over 40,000 1% 8%
10,001-40,000 12% 21%
5,001-10,000 11% 20%
2,501- 5,000 13% 13%
501- 2,500 31% 23%
under 500 32% 15% -
‘ TROUICE: EOSOUICE, 100 -00 :
Table 3-
TYPE OF DISTRICT RESPONDING
TYPE OF J| STATEWIDE 1993 1991 1990
DISTRICT 1993-94* DATA DATA DATA
K-12 30% . 2% 37.0% 38.7%
K-6/8 59% 46% 51.6% 51.9%
High School 1% 12% 114% | 93%
F Source: ource, 1003-04
Table 4
WHC REPORTED
PERSON REPORTING | 1993
. DATA
Superintendent 42%
Assistant Super. 24%
Cther Dist. Office 26%
Principal/Asst. Prin. 6%
| Other Dist. Employee 2%

Forty—two percent of the District Report forms were completed by superintendents and
50% were completed by other people who worked at the district offices. These results are
similar to the results abtained in 1991.




HOW MANY CHALLENGES

Sixty percent of the districts reported that there have been challenges at some time in their
districts, This figure increased by five percentage points over the data reported.in 1991 (55%).
(See Table 5.) Thirty—nine percent of the districts reported that there have been challenges
during the 1991-92 and 1992-93 school years. In 1990, 36% of the districts responding
reported having challenges in 1988-89 and 1989~90. And in 1991, 44% of the districts reported
challenges for 1989-90 and 1990-91. (Sec Table 6.)

Table §
DISTRICTS THAT HAVE HAD CHALLENGES
AT SOMETIME IN THEIR HISTORY

1991 1993
DATA | DATA

55% 60%

Table 6
DISTRI'TS THAT HAD CHALIENGES
DURING THE TWO YEARS SURVEYED

1990 1991 1993
DATA | DATA } DATA

36% 44% 39%

A 1981 study done by the Association of Amertican Publishers {AAP, et. al.) reported rate
of challenges to be lower than was found in this study:

More than one in five (22.4%) of ‘he 1,891 respondents, overall -
—or nearly one administrator in five (19.2%) and nearly one
librarian in three (29.5%)-—reported that there had been some
challenge to classroom or library materials in their

school(s) [between 1978-80].... (p.3)

Fifty—five percent of the districts reporting in 1993 received more than one challenge.
(Sce Table 7.) This was also the case in the data collected in 1990 and 1991, The McAfee—
Hopkins (a professor at University of Wisconsin—Madison) research on school libraries covering
1987 to 1990 showed "the majority of those reporting complaints, or 51.8%, reported one
complaint, and 73.7% reported one or two complaints” (1991, p. 135). The 1993 data reported
here shows a similar ratc. Seventy—two percent of those districts reporting challenges reported
one or two challenges in their district.



Table 7
NUMBER OF CHALLENGES PER DISTRICT
Number of % of Districts % of District % of Districts
Challenges Receiving this Receiving this Receiving this
Per District | Number of Challenges | Number of Challenges | Number of Challenges
1990 Data 1991 Data 1993 Data

1 43% 49.1% 45%

2 27% 21.8% 27%

3 5% 13.0% 12%

4 9% - 68% 5%

5 4% 31% 2%

6+ 8% 62% . 9%

The number of challenges per district appears to be relatively stable over the years data
were collected for this longitudinal study. In all three surveys, over fifty percent of the districts
reporting challenges received more than one challenge. On the other hand, the total number of
challenges when compared to the number of districts reporting showed a dramatic increase in the
data collected in 1991 (Table 8). This may reflect the fact that (a) there were a number of
challenges to the Impressions reading series reported in the 1991 data, and (b) districts where the
Impressions series was challenged were more likely than other districts to report having multiple
challenges.

Table 8
Total Number of Challenges Reported

1990 | 1991 | 1993

Number of district 421 | 379 313
reporting

Total number of 320 374 232
challenges

Number of challenges | 76% | 98% | 74%
as a percentage of

districts reporting *
* NOTE: this does not mean that this is the percent of cistricts having challenges.

It must also be noted that the challenges reported in these data were reported by district
office level personnel. Some challenges do not come to the attention of district office personnel
because they are resolved at school sites. Public school officials do not usually classify casual
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questions and concems expressed by parents as formal chalienges. Therefore, it should not be
assumed that these data represent all of the challenges and concerns that are a part of the day~to-
day business of schools. The AAP (1981) study reported that half or more of the challenges
were dealt with informally by districts.

The AAP (1981) study reported “challenges occurred with increasing frequency at higher
grade levels” (p. 4). Data for the three surveys done in this study show an opposite trend with
more challenges occumring at the lower grade. levels (see Table 9). The 1991 data showed a
much higher number of challenges at the elementary level, probably reflective of the challenges
to the Impressions elementary reading series. The smaller sample size for the Challeng: Report
forms (143) does make conclusions based on tliese data somewhat more speculative.

‘Table 9
TYPE OF SCHOOL SITE WHERE CHALLENGES OCCURRED
Challenge Keport Data

Site of % of % of % of
Challenge Chalfenges | Challenges | Challenges
1993 Data | 1991 Data | 1990 Data®*

Elementary 44.4% 60.7% 44 5%
Junior High 293% 13.7% 70%
High Schoel 24.1% 14.5% 19.5%
District Wide 2.3% 11.1% 21.1%
~"Note addrtiona @ 12 100, vnsure vl

WHAT GETS CHALLENGED

Each district was asked what types of curriculum or services were challenged during the
1991~-92 and 1992 33 school years. Library books and textbooks were the most commonly
challenged type of materials or services. (See Table 10.) As in the 1990 and 1991 data the
Impressions reading series was the most challenged item reported in the 1993 survey. In
addition, a small number of districts also reported challenges to the new elementary social science
textbooks from Houghton Mifflin. (See Appendix One. For further information on Houghton
Mifflin challenges see Adler & Tellez, 1993.) The data collected in 1991 showed textbooks were
more likely to be challenged than library books. However, the 1990 and 1993 data showed
textbooks and library books about equal in the number of challenges. Conversely, the AAP study
covering 1978~1980 showed challenges to textbooks were 11.5% of the sample whereas
challenges to contemporary fiction were 36.8% of the challenges (p. 4).

It would seem that districts are not protected from criticism by purchasing State adopted

textbooks since 25% of the challetiges werc to materials that have becn approved by the State
Board of Education or approved by both the local and State Board. (See Table 11.)

11
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Table 10
TYPES OF CHALLENGES BY NUMBER OF CHALLENGES PER DISTRICT
Nomber of Challenges per District ) 3
l TYPE OF CHALLENGES TOTAL | 1§ 2] 3] a4 ]ls5s]e6) ™ Il
I Textbooks 35 i1l o]o]o 1 I
Library Books 38 )| 8}li1|1]010a0 1
Other Material/Serv, 3 1w|2]2]o]l1]o] o
Qurriculom Guide 14 12 2 0 0 0 0 0
Film l 2 Blil1|130]o] o l
Class Discassion/Lecture 18 sl2l1]ojolol o
Counsclor Setvices k) 3Jofjofojolto] o
Psychologist Services 3 sJofjojfo]Jojo] o
! Nursing Services 3 alololnjoelo] o
i S——
Table 11

HOW CHALLENGED MATERIAL OR SERVICES WAS ADOPTED
Challenge Report Form Data

I—ADOP’I'ED BY | % 1993 DATA | % 1991 DATA | % 1990 DATA
State Board 13% 33.3% 13.5%
Local Board 35% 34.3% 23.0%

Neither 4% 32.4% 515%
Both 12% not vsed 115%

WHAT IS THE TREND

When districts that had challenges at any time (59.6% of all those reporting) were asked,

"Does it seem to you that your district is experiencing: the same number of challenges as in past

years, more challenges than in past years, or fewer challenges than in past years?" the majority

~ of districts reporting challenges replied, “the same.” (See Table 12) The most recent

comparable data gathered by AAP indicated that “of 176 respondents indicating a change in the

rate of challenges during the 1978-80 period covered by the survey, as compared to the 1976 -

78 period, 131 reported the recent rate as higher,’ while only 45 indicated lower'" (AAP, et.
al,, 1981, p. 9).

One coordinator of instructional media who responded this year indicated that, “the
religious~right' has increased in the intensity of its challenges while reasonableness has
decreased.” (Please note that nonz of the ciiations for quotations from this survey's data are

—
e
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@ provided to prdtcct the anonymity of those reporting the data. However, the type of person or
source is described.)

Table 12
DISTRICT PERCEIVED CHANGES IN NUMBER OF CHALLENGES

TREND 1993 1991 1990
DATA | DATA DATA

"same number” 54% 49.49% | 67.80%

"more challenges® 18% 34.18% | 23.30%

"fewer ' 28% 1633% | 890%
challenges"

There was a change in how this question was asked beginning in 1991 which may account
for some of the shifts in the Jata. In any case, the vast majority of districts are reporting either
the same number of challenges or more challenges in 2all three surveys.

WHY CURRICULUM OR SERVICES ARE CHALLENGED

The 1990 survey asked those reporting to list the reasons for challenges. The responses
were then grouped under general categories based on the responses from districts. These
categories were listed on the 1991 and 1993 questionnaires, and respondents checked the
categories that applied to the challenges in their districts. The most frequently cited reasons for
challenges were “Religious conflict” and "Satanic/witchcraft.” The trend appears to be that these
two categories account for an increasing number of the challenges {increasing by almost ten
percentage points from the 1990 to 1993 data). In response to a-question that asked for the title
of the object of the challenge, the most common theine connecting the challenged items was
witches, mythology, and the occult. The next most important theme was challenges to health
education, family life programs, HIV/AIDS, and sex education. {Seec Appendix One.)

Table 13
% OF REASONS CITED FOR CHALLENGES
. NN
REASON FOR CHALLENGE 1993 DATA | 1991 DATA | 1950 DATA
Religious Conflict 30% 21.88% 17.0%
Satanic/Witcheraft 20% 19.67% 23.1%
Violence/Profanity 3% 14.40% 12.6%
Controversial 11% 13.85% 11.9%
Too Sexual 17% 11.08% 13.3%
Not Age Appropriate 7% 9.42% 11.9%
Out of Date/Poor Role Model 3% 6.65% 15%
Offensive to Minority 9% 3.05% 8.1%

The most recent comparable data was collected in the 1977 National Council of Teachers
of English study in which it was found that the most common reason for an objection was

13
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language which might include grammar, dialect, or use of profanity or obscenity. The next most
common reason for objections was to sex, or “erotic qualities in the books"” (Burress, 1979, p.
17). ‘The rescarch done by Fiske (from UC Berkeley) in the 1950's found politics to be the
primary reason for challenges in school libraries followed closely by sex/obscenity and then
profanity. Though these categories of challenges (except politics) were found in the curmrent
study, they are not the most significant reasons for challenges.

The groups identified as supporters or participants in the challenge as reported on the
survey forms are listed in the Appendix Two. The vast majority of these groups or individuals
are related to religion such as specific churches or groups that are religiously based. Terms such
as religious—right and fundamentalist church were used by administrators in their responses. In
addition, groups identified with the politically—-active extreme called "impact evangelists” were
identified such as Citizens for Excellence in Education. The concerns about schools of these

groups can be summarized into three broad categories that could be stated in the words of
challengers as:

e "If it was good enough for me—~it's good enough for my kids."

e "Kids don't need to solve moral problems-—they are told how to do it in the Bible."

@ "MNo expert from a godless university is going to come here and tell me what is good
for my kid." (Adler and Tellez, 1992, p. 156-7.)

California Leamning A 5 CLAS T,

For the first time two districts reported challenges to the State testing program which is
now called the CLAS. One district indicated that the reason for the challenge to the content of
the CLAS tests was that the challenger was "concerned about reflecting on student feelings,
opinions, student challenges to established beliefs.” A school board member in another district
made a speech at a church in 1993 during which she indicated her concerns with the CLAS test:

This really violates privacy, and it's subjective and psychological in nature....

..[t asks students what their ethnic background is, their parents’ level of
education, how many hours they watch TV.... What happens to this information?
This information is keypunched into a databank. And when you see the national
output of the input that’s done on a local basis, it would scare you to death,
Because from the information off of these sheets, they can gain all the medical
information on your student, all their insurance information, all .. ‘nformation
on the family...whether the kid has ever had a drug problem, whethus the kid has
been in the hospital for what kind of diseases. There isn't anything that they can't
find out.... This is very frightening because it even gets down and scores your
child on their level of honesty, integrity, their ability to adapt to change.... It is
total invasion of privacy. :

A fourth—grade—level test absolutely blew my mind.... One of the tests asked the

14




student, "We've all encountered a parent who won't let us do something that we
want to do. Write a paragraph persuading your parent to let you do something
that they previously wouldn't let you do." There's all kinds of circumstances like
that throughout every single one of these tests that I've looked at. So it's not an
isolated incidence. There is an agenda to try to take the parental authority away,
in my opinion,

Some months later this same school board member participated in a meeting for parents
in a neighboring county where according to a newspaper account:

The speakers cited examples of tests in other districts statewide in which students
were asked questions on topics ranging from sexual activity fo race issues. "One
question on the California Learning Assessment System test, administered in
districts throughout the state asked if students would eliminate an entire race and
if so, which one, " said [the board member), who serves on an education task force
established by Assemblyman....

Science Curriculum v. Creationi

The long saga of the confrontation in the Vista Unified School district over creationism
has been reported in all of the major newspapers and on TV. However several other districts
reported challenges related to their science curriculum and textbooks. Like the controversy over
the CLAS tests, in this controversy school board members have taken on the role of challengers.

In another district Citizens for Excellence in Education supported a teacher who was described
in a news article as,

...a self-proclaimed born—again Christian [who) stayed firm in his position that
evolution itheory is flawed.

It's the administrators who believe evolution should be taught as fact. They're
frustrated by my methods and I'm discriminated against because of my religion.

On the opposing side are the scientists and educators who uphold the State Science
Framework.

The vast majority of the scientific community considered the debate so irrevocably
resolved that it's difficult to even get most scientists interested in the issue.
Challenged on the theory of evolution...scientist "act as if we are asking them to
defend the fact that the sun came up this morning.

Eugenie Scott, executive director of the Natlonal Center for
Scientific Education in Berkeley (McDonald, 1989, p. Al).

Evolution is the central organizing theory of biology and has fundamental

‘10
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importance in other sciences as well. It is an accepted scientific explanation and
therefore no more controversial in scientific circles thun the theories of
gravitation and electron flow. (California State Science Framework, p. 21)

Teachers should be aware that the theory of evolution has been tested and refined
over a hundrezfvears and that the majority of criticisms that find their way into
popularly circulated publications have not been validated scientifically; usually,
the criticisms have been evaluated and rejected by the scientific community.... The
particular case ::9[ "creation science” (or "scientific creationism") has been
thoroughly studied by the leading scientific societies and rejected as not qualifying
as a scientific explanation. (California State Science Framework, p.

Religious Obiections to Material Seen as Promotine Witchcraft

A comparison of the books challenged in 1993 with the lists from previous years shows
that books by well known authors such as Blume, Dahl, Bradbury, Steinbeck, Salinger, and
Twain are challenged again and again over the years. Frequently, these books are on the
Recommended Readings in Literature list that is published by the California State Department
of Education. A common theme in many of the challenges is religious objections to material that
is seen as promoting witch<raft or evil. An individual who was identified in a newspaper article
as a member of Concerned American Roman Catholics spoke at a school board meeting in
support of a challenge to The Great Santini: “I'm against all books that are devilish and evil and
does [sic] not lead children to Jesus and into heaven.” In a similar manner, Eric Buehrer (1990),
who was an officer in Robert Simonds', Citizens for Excellence in Education, indicated that:

Christian parents need to also teach their children to arm themselves against the
presence of demons on school campuses. The Bible clearly teaches that we are
constantly in a sea of spiritual activity swirling all around us. This angelic
conflict Is intensified by teachers invoking the presence of ;firit guides and
mystical experiences. However, a child empowered by Gold's Holy Spirit can by
prayer literally save an entire classroom of children from demonic oppression.
The presence of these gentle, Christian warriors can do much in the battlefield of
spiritual warfare. (The New Age Masquerade: p. 108)

One book challenged for religious reasons is Katheriue Paterson's, Bridge to Terabithia,
which had multiple challenges reported in 1991 and 1993. Recommended Readings in Literature,
K-8, (1989) notes that this book is part of the core literaturc books for grades 5 to 8 which are
to be “taught in the classroom, are given close reading and intensive consideration, are likely
to be an important stimulus for writing and discussion" (p. xi). The State Department says that
the children in the book, "reign supreme in a magical kingdom that Leslie creates until the
tragedy of her death...." (p. 33). This special place is described by Leslie in the book as, “a
whole secret country,...and you and I would be the rulers of it.... It could be a magic country
like Narnia, and the only way you can get in is by swinging across on this enchanted rope'....
Leslie named their secret land Terabithia" (p. 38-39). Later when a storm breaks while the
children are visiting Terabithia, Leslic says, "Let us go even up into the sacred grove and inquire
of the Spirits what this evil might be and how we must combat it. For of a truth I perceive that
this is no ordinary rain that is falling upon our kingdom"” (p. 91). Nothing magical ever actually
happens in the book except in the imaginations of the two main characters (and perhaps in the
imaginations of the children who read the book).
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Various books by Roald Dahl have been reported as challenged such as James and the
Giant Peach (which is on the State list of Recommended Readings) and The Witches. A Reading
is Fundamental poll conducted in 1990 (Education Week, 10/24/90) found Dahl to be one of
children's most favorite authors. In The Witches, which was challenged in both the 1991 and
1993 data, a young boy and his grandmother visit a seaside town in England where there happens
to be a convention of witches who are planning how to turn all children into mice under the
direction of the Grand High Witch:

"So each of you is owning a magnificent sveet shop! The next move is that each

of you vill be announcing in the vindow or your shop that on a certain day you

vill be having a Great Galla Opening vith frrree sveets and chocs to every child!’

That will bring them in, the greedy little brutes!' cried the audience. Theyll be

fighting to get through the doors!' 'Next,' continued the Grand High Witch, ‘you

vill...fill every choc...vith my very latest and grrreatest magic formula! This is

known as FORMULA 86 DELAYED-ACTION MOUSE-MAKER"" (p. 17-78)

While there are chills and thrills a plenty for a young readers' imaginations in Dahl's book, it is

unlikely that any child would actually believe from reading the book that witches really exist or
are to be liked or emulated.

WHO CHALLENGES

In 1990 the questionnaire asked, “Who are the challengers (parents, community members,
non-residents, special interest group members, etc.)? Please be as specific as possible," and left
blank lines for answers, (See Table 14.) The answers were grouped into categories which were
uszd as the basis for this question on the 1991 and 1993 questionnaires. Again in 1993, parents
were the majority of challengers (55%).

Table 14
WHO CHALLENGES
Challenge Report Data

WHO CHALLENGES | % 1993 DATA | % 1991 DATA | % 1990 DATA
Parents . 55% 45.96% 65.24%
Religious Group 13% 17.44% 13.37%
Special Interest Group 1% B8.94% 6.42%
Community Members 13% 532% 481%

Non Residents 4% 5.11% 321%
Teacher/Board Member 65%" 5.10% 372%

Other Employee 1.5% not used not used I
No Respense not used not used 321% I

T T Tcachor = 15%, Toard Member = 3.

Since the questionnaire in 1991 and 1993 listed possiblc responses rather than providing
blank lincs as was the case in 1990, shifts in the percentages could be expected. However, the
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relative order of the responses has remained the same with paremts being the most likely
challengers and rcligious groups and special interest groups being the next most likely
challengers. It should also be noted that more than one category could be checked, Therefore,
it is possible that the categories overlap to some degree. For example, some of the parents who
were challengers could also be part of a religious group involved in a challenge.

The most recent comparable data gathered by McAfee—Hopkins also showed parents as
the most likely initiators of challenges (64% of the challenges reported). However, there is a
very interesting difference in the two data sets. The McAfee—Hopkins data showed that "nearly
20% of the challenges came from principals and teachers” (Survey Finds..., 1992, p. 2). In an
earlier article she discussed an article by Woodworth and a study done by the Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction that,

Jound that schools showed a tendency to resist censorship attempts
from outside the system and acguiesce to similar efforts inside the
system... Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction studies found
that the selection policy was less likely to be followed when an
administrator, teacher, or school board member questioned
materials, but that when organized groups, parents, or students
challenged materials, the policy was more often followed"
(McAfee Hopkins, 1989, p. 267)

‘While this research found a small percentage of challenges by teachers and board
members, no challenges by principals were reported. Only 24% of the persons who challenged
as reported on the Challenge Report form had challenged school material or services in the past,
meaning that for a large majority of the challengers this was their first experience as a challenger.
The 1990 and 1991 data showed a similar percentages.

Several questions focused on the number of people involved in the challenges. Eighty
percent of the challenges involved just one or two people, most likely the parents of a student. _
(See Table 15.)

Another question asked, "How many people supported the challenge in writing or at a
meeting?" This was designed to determine the degree of support for the challenge. Eighty-
seven percent of the challenges reported in 1993 had 10 or less people supporting them in writing
or at a meeting. (See table 16.)

Eighteen percent of the challengers and supporters were identified by the districts as non
residents.  When non—residents were involved their numbers were generally small. Three or less
people were involved 61% of the time.
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Table 15
HOW MANY PEOPLE MADE THE INITIAL CHALLENGE
Challenge Report Data

I NUMBER MAKING | % of 1993 | % OF 1991 | % OF 1950

N INITIAL CHALIENGE | DATA DATA DATA

| 1 61% 470% 45.6%

| 2 18% 16.5% 22.8%

I 3-10 13% 26.1% 25.7%
11-19 15% 26% 44%

| 2+ 55% 78% 15%

Organized groups were identified by the challengers as supporters or participants in the
challenge in 35% of challenges from the 1993 Report Forms. A variety of groups were
identified ranging from the National Organization for Women to The National Rifle Association,
however the majority of these groups were religious in nature. (See Appendix Two.) Another
question asked whether the persons challenging referred to arguments or viewpoints developed
by individuals or groups from outside the community. Twenty-nine percent of the districts
completing Challenge Report forms indicated that there was such a reference to arguments from
outside the community. The responses to this question also represented a wide range of groups
and individuals, and two school districts were identified: San Marcos and Vista, (See Appendix
Two. Please note that the names of districts reporting these data are not revealed, but the names
of these two districts were given by other districts in response to a question.)

Table 16 A
NUMBER SUFPORTING THE CHALIENGE
Challenge Report Data

NUMBER % 1995 |1 % 1991 { % 1990
SUPPORTING | DATA | DATA DATA

0-2 62% 48.6% 598%
3-10 5% 21.5% 22.0%
11-19 5% 9% 61%
20+ 8% 29.0% 12.1%

PUBLIC DISCUSSION OF CHALLENGES

The 1993 data showed that 31% of the challenges have been covered in the media; however,
some challenges cause a great deal of coverage. More challenges were discussed at public board
meetings than by the media, as was the case in data from prior surveys. However, many

14

19




55
1A%

-challenges escape both types of public scrutiny. Additionally, most districts did not consult an

attorney about the challenge(s) in their districts.

Table 17

VOLATILITY OF CHALLENGES |
Challenge Repont Data

[ % YES IN % YES IN % YES IN
1993 DATA 1991 DATA 1990 DATA
Covered by the media 31% 31.1% 25%
Discussed in board meeting 44% 51.3% 38%
Consulted an attorney 20% 28.1% 26%

HOW DISTRICTS DEAL WITH CHALLENGES

Fifty percent of the districts responding in 1993 indicated that a district review committee
was formed. In response to the question, "d¢ what level was the final decision on how to deal
with the challenge made?", 18% indicated "school! site,* 50% indicated “district office,” and
32% "not applicable.” Since the survey was sent to the superintendents, it is not unusual that
most decisions reported were made at the district level.

In the majority of cases a staff member of the district met with the challengers (74%).
But it is somewhat less likely that they will ask the challenger to put their concerns in writing
{58%). In addition, the challengers are now more likely to get a written response than they were
in the data reported for 1990, The California School Boards Association model administrative
regulation (AR 1312.2[a]) dealing with challenges notes that challenges should be made in
writing. (See page 30 of this report.)

Complaints must be presented in writing to the principal.
Complaints regarding printed material must name the author, title
and publisher, and identify the objection by page and item
numbers. In the case of nonprinted material, written information
specifying the precise nature of the objection shall be given. The
statement must be signed and identified in such a way that a
proper reply will be possible.

Table 18

STAFF RESPONSE TO CHALLENGES
Chalienge Report Data

ACTIONS OF THE % YES 1993 % YES 1991 % YES 1990
DISTRICT DATA DATA DATA
Staff met with challengers 74% 712.4% 69.6%
Staff requesied 58% 62.4% 48.6%
concems be in writing
Challengers rececived 46% 51.3% 39.9%
written response

)
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POLICY

An assistant superintendent from northern California made a parenthetical note on the
Challenge Report form that, “the book was reviewed and found to be lacking in any real value
as literature and had barely been accepted when screened as core literature. I read the book
and agreed with the challenger.” He indicated that the steps that had been taken in response
to the challenge were that the staff met with the challengers. Significantly, the boxes for
indicating formation of a district review committée and requiring that the challenge be made in
writing were not checked. ‘That same district's policy for dealing with Complaints Concerning
Instructional Materials states: "4l complaints must be presented in writing...." "The findings of
the building review committee andfor the district review committee shall be summarized in a
written report and be transmitted to the superintendent or designee, who will determine how

. interested parties shall be notified.” It would scem from the District's responses on the Challenge
~ Report Form that the district did not follow their own board policy which was adopted in 1990.

The California School Boards Association Policy Service provides districts with model
policies and administrative regulations for dealing with challenges. (See appendix for copies.)
Establishing procedures before a district receives a challenge assures that all people who
challenge can expect due process and a fair hearing as well as protecting the rights of students
and staff members. Other organizations such as the California Teachers Association and
California Media and Library Educators Association also provide assistance in dealing with
challenges. (Sce appendix page 28.)

Seventy-seven percent of the districts report in 1993 that they have a challenge policy.
But, when the districts without policies were asked “do you intend to develop a policy?" over
43% replied, "No". In 1991 over 90% of the responding districts replied "no" to this. question.
In addition to those districts without policies, a further concern is whether districts actually use
the policies they have adopted.

Table 19
Has your district used the challenge policy?

17% Not applicable, we have no policy.

29% No, we have had no challenges.

9% No, we have had challenges but did not use the policy.
45% Yes, we have had challenges and used the policy.

Of greatest concern in these responses is the 9% of districts that have policies but did not
use them which is up from the 6.75% in this category in the 1991 data. A noted expert on
school law, Martha McCarthy states that:

Once a process to evaluate complaints pertaining to the
instructional program is in place, school boards should follow it
carefully, as courts will show little sympathy when a school board
ignores its own established procedures. (1987, p. 85)
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Those districts that report having challenge policies (52%-1993 data, 47%-1991 data)
are likely to have reviewed or ievised the content of their policy within the last two years.
Twenty~five percent have reviewed or revised the policies within the last 5 years (19% in 1991
data). However, 23% reported “Neither” for this question in 1993.

A detailed analysis of over two hundred California school board policies for dealing with
challenges collected in 1990 and 1991 was conducted to show the congruence of each district's
policy to the provisions of model policies.

Table 20

Key Provisions Found in California Board Policies
Policles collected in 1990 & 1991

1 Challcnges raust be made in writing. . 1%
2 Use of a form is specified. 9%

Challengers must begin the process by discussing their concern with the principal of the achool where the material is

wsed, . %%
4.} A review commitiee can be appolnted o the school site.  47%
S. A review commitiee can be appointed ai the district level. 5%
6. Challenged material remaing in use durizg review frocess. 9%
7. | There is an appeal process provided. : . 54%
8 Standards used by the committee to review the challenged material are specificd. ’ 51%

Standards establishing how often & challenged material will be reviewed with in a specific tine petiod. 4%
18§ Goidelines for selection of review commitice members are specified. 519%
11. R Alternate assignment may be given o challenger's child. 46%

rce: ef, =72 P

Over half of the districts that had challenges received more than one which could be a
challenge to the same itemn challenged earlier. It would be wise for districts to specify how often
within a specific period they will review the same challenged material. An example might be
that material would only be reconsidered once every three years. However, a review of the

policies collected in 1993 indicates that only 18% of the districts now have a provision of this
type in their policies.

It is surprising that librarians are represented on review committess only slightly more
often than community members, even though their professional training usually prepares them
to deal with controversial selection issues. This may be a reflection of the fact that close to half

the challenges are at the elementary level where professional librarians are not likely to be
employed. (See Table 21.)
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Table 21
Members of the Review Committee as Designated in Board Policies 1990 & 1991 Data

% af policies tha spocily this

<alogory
District office staff 65%
Principals 76%
Teachens 0%
Librarians 2%
Cormunity Members 2%
Parents 17% '
FINAL DECISIONS

Challengers got material or services removed from schools in only a very small
percentage of t hgllcnges 11% reported on Challenge Report forms). Selection and review
rocedures that never resulted in challenged material being removed would be hard to defend as
ir and would assume that selection decisions were always correct. Conversely, if the decisions
frequently resulted in the removal of challenged maierial or services it would call into question
the professional judgment and academic freedom of the districts' staffs.

In comparing previous studies to the data from the ‘90, '91, and "93 surveys, it is difficult
to discern an accurate trend from data gathered IZ different instruments surveying somewhat
different populations. However, the California data presented here seems to show a lower
tendency to remove mater.2* than was found in the prior research studies and a greater tendency
to excuse the challenger's child from the use of the challenged material.

Table 22
FINAL DISTRICT DECISION
Challenge Report Forms

FINAL DECISION % % % % YES % YES
YES YES YES | McAfee-Hopkins | AAP, et. al.
1993 | 1991 | 19%0 1986-89°¢ 1978-80
DATA | DATA | DATA
[ ] ® [ ]
Remove material/end 11% 10% 12% 26.1% 2.0%
service
Restrict use 14% 8% 11% 21.6% e 052%
Continue to use 3% 37% 2% 52.3% 34.6%
Continuefexcuse 25% 31% 29% NA 8.5%
challenger's child
Other . 16% 14% 16% NA NA
foies, T Corumns 00 nOl 400 10 J0UT DCcAuse & 16w 05 brices wrole i otiier altematives.

** Research applicd to librarics only (*Survey Finds,” 1992, p. 2).

*** 28.5% were others that were restrictive sach as "aof reordered” (Kambd, 1981, p. 57).
The compulations used io the 1990 and 1991 reparts yielded slightly higher percentages than are reparted hare becaus: of
the use of a “pending” category, All of the data has been recalculated wsing the same process o that it can be docurately
compared.
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The two most likely decisions for districts responding to the three surveys in this study
were to continue the use of the challenged material or service or to continue to use the
challenged material or service but excuse the child of the challenger from use of the materials
or services. Thus the most likely outcomes resulted in no change in the materials or services
available to all of the children except those of the challengers.

WHAT DID THE CHALLENGERS THINK

Because it is difficult to get data directly from challengers, we do not know exactly what
they thought about the decisions made by the districts. In an attempt to begin to assess the way
challengers might view the decisions made by the districts, we asked the administrators what they
believe the challengers thought of the decisions that had been made. In response to a question
added this year, administrators reported that the majority of challengers (51%) were not satisfied
with the outcome of the challenge.

Table 23
“How satisfied do you think the challengers were with the outcome?”
Challenge Report Form Data 1993

18% Very Satisfied )
33% Somewhat Satisfied

26% Somewhat Dissatistied
23% Very Dissatisfied

A more detailed question has been a part of all three surveys: "In your opinion what
would challengers say about the outcome you have described?” 1t is interesting that in response
to this question only 28% of the challengers were considered “satisfied” by the administrators
reporting in 1993, Each time the survey has been done this category has gotten smaller dropping
26 percentage points from the 1990 to 1993 data.

‘Table 24

REACTION OF CHALLENGERS TO DISTRICT DECISIONS
Challenge Report Form Data

WHAT CHALLENGERS % YES % YES % YES
MIGHT SAY 1993 DATA | 1991 DATA | 1990 DATA
Satisfied 28% 43% 54%
Got fair hearing/don't like #®% | 4% 3T%
outcome . . .

No one listened/nothing changod/ 14% 1% | ™
district was nice -

Treated badly/don like outcome 9% | em 3%
we'll be back 2% |  16% . 6%
We are taking our kids ont of 5% | 15% %
school ’ : '

See you next election 4% 12% 10%
{1 More than one chiasce could be checked a0 the columaos MWG:H Wis used
as a category by 10% of (he districts in 1993, The computations used In the 1990 and 1991 reports
yielded slightly higlier percentages than are reporied here because of the use of a “pending” category.
All of the data has been recalculated wsing the szme process so that it can be accurately comnpared,
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However, administrators did think that most challengers (66%) would say they were cither
satisfied or at least got a fair hearing in the 1993 data. Treating people fairly is a highly prized
quality among educators so it is not surprising that they would report that most challengers were
satisfied or got a fair hearing.

ECHO EFFECT

The 1990 documentary data and discussions with administrators suggested that there was an
"echo effect” in other districts that heard about particularly contentious challenges. Three
questions were added to the 1991 and 1993 questionnaires to probe this area. Responses showed
that in the 1991 data 94.8% of the administrators had read or heard about challenges in other
districts, and in 1993, 93% reported hearing about other challenges. Only 12% reported in 1993
that the challenges were “handled routinely with little controversy.” Instead the vast majority
reported that the challenges were either "somewhat or very disruptive.” (See Table 25.)

Districts were also asked how they were influenced by what they heard about challenges
in other districts. The vast majority of districts reported that they plan the adoption process
carefully to avoid controversies, but make their own independent judgement. Only 13% of the
districts reporting in 1993 said that they were not influenced at all. Nine percent of the districts
reported that (a) they would be less likely to adopt material challenged elsewhere, (b} might not
"consider items known 6 have caused contentious challengrs, or (c) would not consider such
materials. In this small group of districts influenced by the "echo effect, ” material may not be
used because of challenges in othier districts. One Southem California district office staff
member added a written note on the questiomnaire: “Please note that while we make independent
Judgements, challenges are causing us to be more conservative and take fewer risks.”

Table 25
KNOWLEDGE ABOUT CHALLENGES IN OTHER DISTRICTS
How wauld you characterize what you remember hearing about these chalienges
in other districts? (Check appropriate answers.)

1993 DATA 1991 DATA
"Challenges were handied 12% 12%
routinely with little controversy.”
"Chellenges were somewhat 51% 46%
contentious and disruptive.”
"Challenges were very 25% 40%
disruptive.”
"Challenges caused community 3% Asked 2s one question in 1991,
wide controversy." |
"Other” 2%

)=
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Tahle 22
HOW DISTRICTS ARE INFLUENCED BY CHALLENGES IN OTHER DISTRICTS
HOW ARE YOU INFLUENCED? % 1993 | % 1991
DATA DATA
We are not influenced at all, 13% 11.8%
‘We are anxjous that controversy does not occur | not used 25%
in our district. :
‘We plan adoption process carefully to avoid 8% 76.7%

controversies, but we make our own
independent judgement,

We would consider items known to have ; 4% 55%
caused contentious challepges elsewhere, but
would be less {ikely we would adopt them.

We might not consider items h:m to bave 3% 3.0%
caused contentious challenges in other districts. § -

SAmmmEr Oxam
e
R

and/or services that caused contentious
challenges in other districts.

I ‘We would not consider adopting curriculum 2% 5%

The term "echo effect" has not been used by other researchers, but they did refer to the
concept.

Despite the fact that one [contentious challenge] took place mere than five years

before this study was undertaken and the other well over three, the majority of
respondents throughout the state not only knew of them but brought them into

their discussions spontaneously. As we shall see, a number of both school and

public libraries reacted to these conflicts with precautionary or restrictive
measures.

(Fiske, 1959, p. 54).

...Comments indicate that some precensorship results from the "chilling effect” of
previous controversy and the desire to avoid conflict.... Such comments provide
evidence that the difficult—to—document phenomenon of precensorship does occur
in our schools.... (AAP, 1981, p. 12)
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IMPLICATIONS OF MAJOR FINDINGS

VOLATILITY OF CHALLENGES

Sixty percent of the districts responding in 1993 indicated that there had been challenges
in their districts, The challengers usually ask school districts to completely end use of material
or services (68%) rather than focusing only on requesting that their own child be excused from
using the material (3%). Thus, the challengers are bound to be dissatisfied unless the district
removes the material or service which occurs in only 11% of the challenges reported in this
study. Administrators who responded to the survey indicated that challengers are very satisfied
with only 18% of the outcomes of challenges.

SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS

For the first time the data analysis separated out board members as challengers from
employees of school districts, Five percent of the challengers were identified as school board
members. Since school boards adopt curriculum guides and textbooks, challenges to existing
curticulum are probably coming from board members who were not on the board when the
material was adopted or the material being challenged does not go through a board adoption
process such as the selection of library books. Taken by itself this 5% challenge rate by board
members is not very significant. But in light of news reports about the changing agendas of
some newly elected board members, the data suggests the possibility of an emerging trend.

Little more than a year after sweeping into office as apostles of the "religious
right's" growing political activism, Christian fundamenialists on San Diego County
school boards are shaking up more than a dozen local school districts. Many of
the new school board members have brought into heated debate long—-standing
policies.... They have objected to self-esteem programs...criticized a popular
spelling curriculum called "Wizards," contending that the fairies and ogres it uses
to make spelling fun promote the occult. (Gaw, 1993, p. B1)

Quotations from board members used earlier in the report (p. 1, 9-10) indicate that the
rhetorical style being used is inflammatory:

“Schools are teaching about Satanism, levitation, secular humanism and the
occult.”

"And when you see the national output of the input that's done on a local basis,
it would scare you to death.”

The data collected in this study do little more than hint at a possible trend, and it is
unlikely that using a survey sent to school administrators will provide data that might be
considered critical of the administrators employers--school board members.
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RELIGION

Concerns about religious conflict or satanic/witcheraft issues account for 50% of the
challenges in the 1993 data. This represents an increase of nine percentage points over the data
collected in 1991 and 1990. This trend is even more dramatic when compared to data collected
in the 1970's when religious issues were not a major concern. These objections take on added
significance because they are focused not only at singie library books or a particular film, but

~ they are focused on: (a) State adopted textbook series such as Impressions; (b) the new statewide

testing system~~-CLAS; and (c) what the State adopted Framework says will be taught in science
courses about the origins of life. Thus, if successful, the challenges will have a much wider
impact than a challenge to a single library book.

As has been noted in prior reports of this research, religiously based challenges are
particularly difficult for school districts. If the district agrees with the challenger, it is subject
to criticism for letting the values of a particular religious group dictate public policy. On the
other hand, if the district rejects the challenge, it can be criticized for being insensitive to the
right of each family to practice their own religious beliefs. Since religious values and beliefs are
more firmly held and less subject to compromise than many other categories of beliefs, school
districts face many difficulties in irying to deal with religious challenges. Compromise, the usual
mechanism for solving disputes, is difficult to achieve in these challenges.

Religious beliefs, democratic values, and the education of children always raise
sharp differences of opinion, but when all of these three are joined together and
focused on one problem, the debate really becomes...
fired with emotion and beset with confusion.
(Butts, 1950, p. ix)

ECHO EFFECT

Data about the impact that contentious challenges have on decisions made by other school
districts was collected for the second time in 1993. Almost all administrators report that they
knew about challenges in other districts. Only 12 percent (the same amount as in the 1991 data)
indicated that the challenges were handled routinely with little controversy. The vast majority
of administrators reported that the challenges were contentious and disruptive. Exactly the same
percentage (9%) reported in both surveys that they would be less likely to adopt or would not
consider items that caused contentious challenges in other districts. Research done in the 1950's
and 1980's also suggested that there is a precautionary reaction to challenges. And one
respondent to this survey stated it explicitly in'a note made on the questionnaire:

Please note that while we make independent judgements, challenges
are causing us to be more conservative and take fewer risks.
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ELEMENTARY LEVEL

A Natural History of Unnatural Things

Als for AIDS (film

Adolescent Growth Educetion (curriculum guide)
Bearskin (Grimm's)

Best Witchaes~--Poems for Halloweasn

Biubber
- bullding & tool chest or hope chest (class activity)
Child of tha Owl *

CT BS tests

Dark Is R o?sing (film from Instructlonal ™)

Draw 50 Besties and Yu

Growing Healthy (HIVWAID educaﬂon program)
Hallowsen (the hollday)

Hougthon Miffiln Social Studies saries (3)

How to Catch a Ghost

How to Eat Fried Worms *

I'm Peér Proof (program byCamp Fire)
Impressions (readlng saries) (8)

In the Night Kitchen

Jerome and the Witcheraft Kids

Joshua In the Promised Land

Little House in the Blg Wood *

More Scary Storles to Tell in the Dark

music program net “Christian” enough

pictures of four Black isaders Including Malcolm X
Queen of the What Ifs

Quest Program (Skills for Growing)

Scary Stories to Tell in the Dark

Scary Stories 3: More Tales to Chill Your Bones
Sexual Changa In Youth (film})

Sign of the Beaver *

Sir Gawaln and tha Loathly Lady

Sloeping Beauty and Othar Favorlte Falry Talis *
Slugs (2)

Stories Californla Indlans Told {audio tape)
Teen Assaessment Survey (AAUW)}

The Boy Who Lost His Face

The Devil's Story Book

The Gnats of Knotty Pine

The Headless Cupid

Witchas (4) (3 by Blumberg, 1 by Dahl)
Wizards spelling program

ELEMENTARY/JR. HIGH LEVEL
Brld e to Tarabethia (3) *

femlly Ife curriculum
Harsel and Gratel *
Happy Eirthday Liitle Witch
hegalth education InformatiorvAIDS
ichabod Crane
My Brother Sam Is Dead *
Flolﬂrl?eHarvay Down the Hill

adless Horseman

The Doll House Murders

JR. HIGH LEVEL

Abortion (student repoit)

A Hero AIn't Nothing But a Sandwich *
AIDS prevention programlcurrlculum 2
Beowolf, A New Telling *

Catcher in the Rye *

Go Ask Alice

Heart Talks

Heughton Miflin Soclal Studles. series
Human Growth and Davelopment

| Know What You Did Last Summer
Istam (Interact)

Kindergarten Cop (rented video}
Literature and World Masterpleces
Lord of the Fiies *

Moot With Witches

Qccutt Visions

Quest program (2)

Romeo and Jullet (1967 video)
Sclence Serles by Prentice Hall
Smart Choices

The AIDS Aftarnoon Speclal (TV film)
The Bronze Bow 2

The Cay (3) *

The Devlls Footprint (SRA Listening Lab)
The Halloween Tree

The Last Misslon

Tom Sawyer *

Witcheraft In Amerlca

Witches

HIGH S8CHOOL LEVEL

AIDS aducation (2)

Adventures of Huckleberry Finn, The *
Axtoc

Birdy

Bless Me Ulima *

Brave New World *

Chiquita's Cocoon

Christmas muslc

famll Iife matorlals
ng Invisible Tigers
Fr eda (a.rt video}
Full Circle
Go Ask Alice
health course
How to Help Your Kids Say No to Sex (author Focus
on the Famity/curriculum gs Uicka}
1 Know Why tha Caged Bird Sings (3) *
La Boem (film}
Misery
Moves Make the Man
mythoiogy materials
Night Kites
Of Mice and Men (2) *
Ordinary Peopla *
Pageant of Warld History
Planned Parenthcod (presentution)
Prelude to a Kiss (drama production)
Rosemary’'s Bahy
The Great Santinl
The Lnotter

-To Kila ﬂocklng Bird *

ALL LEVELS

district health clinic

State testa/ CLAS tests (2)
sclence curriculum

Numbers represert the number of districts reporting
that an item was challengad it it Is over one.

* Indicates that the book Is listed by the State
BRacommeandsd Litarature

Department of Education In
9-12 or Bacommanded Reading In Literature K-8,
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Groups Identified by the Challengers as Supporters or
Participants in the Challenges

ACLU (2)

AAUW

American Indian Commission

Anti Defamation League

Benjamin Bull, Miss.

Catholic church

Christian church group

Christian right church

CEE (2)

Citizens for a Safe School Campus
coalition of several church groups (2)
concerned Christians

Croationists

CVE

Cr. Dobson/Christian coalition (2)
Eagle Forum (2)

Excellence in Education

Focus on Family (2)
fundamentalist church/groups (3)

HCAC

Jewish Defense League
Jewish Community

local church

members of the same church
Moslems

NAACP (2)

Native Americans

NOW

NRA

Patterson, Dr. Colin
Robertson, Pat

religious community (Baptist)
religious right (2)

Schuller

Seventh Day Adventist minister
Vineyard Church

.Challengers Referred to Arguments Developed by These Groups/People

ACLU (2)

Anti Defamation League (2)
Coulson; William R.

CURE

Dobson (2)

Education Code

Focus on the Famlly (3)
NAACP

NOW

Patterson, Dr. Colin

religious fundamentallsts (2)

refigions

Robertson, Pat

Schafley, Phyllis

San Marcos School District

Schuller

Southern California fundamentalist group
Vista School District

white supremists group

unknown religious organization

Numbers represent the number of districts giving this response.
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PROFESSIONAL RESOURCES FOR THOSE WHO DEAL WITH CHALLENGES

American Association of School Administrators, 1801 N. Moore Street, Arlington, VA
22209.

Published by AASA: Religion In the Public Schools (1986).

American Library Association,
Office of Intellectual Freedom, (312) 944-6780,
Publishes: Nevwsletter on Intellectual Freedom bimonthly.

The Assoclation for Library Services to Children, a division of ALA
provides a packet of materials on *intellectual Freedom for Children."

Association of California Schoo! Administrators, (415) 692-4300, Joseph Jones
1575 Old Bayshore, Buringame, CA 94010. "

Association for Supervision and éurriculum Development, 125 N. West Street, Alexandria,
VA 22314-2798, (703) 549-9110.

Publlshed by ASCD: Religion in the Curriculum (1987).
California School Boards Association, Policy Service, (916) 371-4691.

International Reading Association, (302) 731-1600 x 214, fax (302) 731-1057.
Provides a packet of material on textbook and reading program censorship.

National Council of Teachers of English (217) 328-3870 offers supp<it in censorship
Incidents.

National Educatlon Assoclation (202) 833—4000 oﬁers crisis assnstance to members
Published by NEA: A : 8 :

Issue (1990) Anna S. Ochoa Edltor

National Organization on Legal Problems in Education, Southwest Plaza Building, 3601
SW 29th St,, #223, Topeka, KS 66614, (913) 273-3550, fax (913) 273-2001.
Published by NOLPE: Free Expression and Censorship (1988) Mawdsley,
A_LagaLGuLdg_tQ_Beliann_and_Eublln_Edugaﬂgn (1988) Sendor.

Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation, PO Box 789, Bloomington, IN 47402-0789,
(812)-339-1156.

Published by PDK: A Delicate Balance: Church, State, and the Schools (1983),
McCarthy; The Schoolbook Protest Movement (1986) Jenkinson.
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CSBA Sample
Board Policy

Communiiy Relations BP 1312.2(a)
COMPLAINTS CONCERNING INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

The Governing Board takes great care in the adoption of instructionai
materials and is aware that all adopted materials may not be acceptable to
all students, their parents/guardians, or other district residents.

{cf. 6161.1 - Selection and Evaluation of Instructional Matertals)
{cf. 6161.11 - Supplementary Instructional Materials)

The Superintendent ~r designee shall establish procedures which will
permit proper consideration of any complaints against the use of any
instructional materials, including textbooks. supplementary -textbooks,
library books, and other instructional materials and equipment.

The Board believes the Superintendent and staff are well qualified to
consider complaints concerning instructional materials. Complainants
are advised to consider and accept the Superintendent or designee's
decision as final. However. if the complainant finds the decision of the
Superintendent or designee unsatisfactory, he/she may request that the
matter be placed on the agenda of a regular Board meeting.

(cf. 1312.3 - Uniform Complaint Procedures)
The Board's decision in any such case will be based on educational

suitability and will not be influenced by a desire to suppress information
or deny students access to ideas with which the Board disagrees.

{cf. 6144 - Controversial Issues)

Legal Reference: (See next page}
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BP 1312.2(b)

COMPLAINTS CONCERNING INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS (continued)

Legal Reference:
N

18111 Exrlusion of books by governing board

35010 Control of district; prescription dnd enforcement of rules
60003 Power of governing board to select instructional materials
50040-60047 Content requirements for instructional materials
80200-60206 Elementary school material - ‘selection and adoption
860260 Legislative tntent for ordering instructional materials

60{262 Invalvernent of teachers, parents and community in instructtonal material
selection

60400-60404 Secondary school textbooks - selection and adoption
Management Resources:

PROGRAM ADVISORY
1002.90 Selection of instructional materials, CIL: 90/91-02

(1/85 6/85 5/86 9/88) 12/90

Policy Reference UPDATE Service
California School Boards Association
3100 Beacon Boulevard. Post Office Box 1660, West Sacramento. Calilornia 95691 = (916) 3714691 29
Copynght 1993 by CSBA. All nghts reserved.
r
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CSBA Sample
Administrative Regulation

Community Relations AR 1312.2(a)
COMPLAINTS CONCERNING INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

Note: The {ollowing regulation provides procedures for receiving, considering and acting
upon cornplaints regarding instructional materials used by the district. All parts of the
regulation, including specified timelines, may be modifled as desired to reflect district
practice.

Complaints concemning instructional materials will be accepted only from
staff, district residents, or the parents/guardians of children enrolled in a
district school.

Complaints must be presented in writing to the principal. Complaints
regarding printed material must name the author, title and publisher,
and identify the objection by page and item numbers. In the case of
nonprinted material, written information specifying the precise nature of
the objection shall be given. The statement must be signed and
identified in such a way that a proper reply will be possible.

Individual students may be excused from using challenged materials after
the parent/guardian has presented a written complaint. The teacher will
then assign the student alternate materials of equal merit. Use of the
materials by a class, school or the district, however, shall not be
restricted until so directed by the Superintendent or designee.

Upon receiving a complaint, the principal wi'l acknowledge its receipt
and answer any questions regarding procedure. The principal will then
notify the Superintendent or designee and the teacher(s) involved of the
complaint. The Supérintendent or designee will determine whether the
complaint should be considered on ar individual basis or whether a
review committee should be convened.

The use of challenged materials by class, school or district shall not be
restricted until final disposition has been made by the appropriate review
committee.

A review committee may be formed under the direction of the
Superintendent or designee. It shall be composed of the principal and
five or more staff members selected by the Superintendent or designee
from relevant administrative and instructional areas,
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AR 1312.2(b)

COMPLAINTS CONCERNING INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS (continued)

In deliberating challenged materials, the review committee shall
consider the educational philosophy of the district; the professional
opinions of other teachers of the subject and of other competent
authorities: reviews of the materials by reputable bodies; the teacher's
stated objectives in using the materials; and the objections of the
complainant.

The review committee shall determine the extent to which the
challenged material supports the . curriculum, the educational
appropriateness of the material, and its suitability for the age level of the
student.

Within 30 days of being convened,.the review committee shall summarize
its ﬂndings in a written report and submit it to the Superintendent or
designee for final action. The Superintendent or designee shall notify the
compﬁllainant of his/her decision no later than 60 days after the complaint
was filed.

The report of the review committee together with the Superlhtendent or
designee's recommendation may be brought to the Governing Board for
consideration and final decision. ‘

Note: The lollowing opticnal paragraph limits reconsideration within a speciiled time
period, as suggested by the CDE In Program Advisory CIL: 90/91-02. The 12-month
timeline is a CSBA suggestion and may be modified as desired.

When any challenged instructional material is reviewed by the district, it
shall not be subject to any additional reconsideration for 12 months.

County or State-Adopted Material

If the challenged material has been ndopted by the County Board of
Education. the Superintendent or designee may forward the complaint,

without action, to the office of the County Superintendent of Schools for
reevaluation and decisfon.

If the questioned material has been adopted by the State of California, the
Superintendent or designee may forward the complaint, without action,
to the California Department of Education for reevaluation and decision.

12/90

Policy Reference UPDATE Service

Callfornia School Boards Association

4100 Beacon Boulevard, Post Office Box 1660, West Sucramento. California 95691 « (916) 371-4691
Copvnght 1993 by CSBA. All nghts resened, 3 6




CSBA Samplc
Exhibit

E 1312.2

CITIZEN'S REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

Date:

TTTLE:

AUTHOR:

PUBLISHER: DATE OF EDITION:
Request received by: Title:

Citizen's Name: Phone:

Citizen Represents:

Himself/Herself: Organization or Group:

i. Towhat do you object? (Please be specific: cite pages, tape sequence, video frame, and
words)

2. What do you feel would be the result of reading/viewing this rmaterial?

For what age group would you recommend this material?

-L\

4. Did you read/view the entire selection?
5. I not, what percentage Jid you read/view, or what parts?
6. ls there anything good about this material?
7.  What would you like the school to do about this material?
3 Do not assign it to my child,
0  Withdraw it from all students.
3 Reevaluate it
8.  Are you aware of how this work has been assessed by literary critics?
9.  What do you believe is the thesis of this work?

10. In its place. what work would you recommend?

Signature of citizen

"Action taken: Date;

12/90

Policy Reference UPDATE Service
California School Boards Association
32 3100 Beacon Boulevard. Post Office Box 1660, Wed Sacramento, California 95691 @ (916) 371-4691
Copymizht 1993 be CSBA. All nighus reserved.
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Educational Congress of California

c/o California School Employees Association ® 1127 11th Street ® Sacramento, CA 95814
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Dear Supérintendent:

As you are aware the news media has had many stories of late about
challenges from special Interest groups (political, religious and environmental,
etc.) to curriculum materials or pupil services. The Educational Congress of
Californla Is also concerned about these issues.

This is the third statewide survey to determine the extent and nature of the
chalienges. Repeating the survey is important In gathering trend data. Each
of our twenty constituent organizations wiil use these data In staff development
and public information programs. Copies of the report will ba made valiable
to participating districts. For copies of last year's report please send a check
in the amount of $5.00, or $2.00 for the Executive Summary to: ECC Report,
130 Bolia Ave., Alamo, CA 84507.

The accuracy of the picture presented by these data depends on ycur timely
response. We want to assure you that these data wlli be reported in aggregate
form. At no time will your district be indlvidually Identified. We are asking you
to list your district name on the survey forms only so that we can contact
districts that do not respond to the Initial survey.

We want to thank you In advance for your assistance In this important
research, |f you have questions about the research or forms, you can call Dr.
Loulse Adler (714) 773-3911, Assisiant Professor of Educational
Administration, California State University, Fullerton, who Is coordinating the
research for ECC; or Florence McAuley, (516) 837-85665, Chairperson of ECC.

Sincerely,
Hsrune O 21

Florence McAuley,
Chairperson
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@ Cailfornla Stats Univanuity, Fullerton
Loulse Adiar, ECS52, Educalional Administation
Fullerton, CA G2634-8000 e (714)773-2911

DISTRICT REPORT
Fiaase relum a8 300n me possbois
District County
Address Phone ( )
ADA# Type of District:. K-6/8 (1 K-12 [0  High Schoot (1
Title of Person Reporting Date
GENERAL INFORMATION:
1. Has your school district svar had a challenge to the use of cutriculum materials or
pupl! service?
[ Not to my knowledge (1 Yes
2. Does it seem to you that your district is experiencing (check one of the following):
[l The same number of chalienges as in past years, or
(1 wMore challenges than in past years,
[ Fewer challenges than In past years?
3. For the last two school years has your district recelved any challenges to
curriculum andfor pupll/student services (1991-92 and 1892-93)?
[ No (if no, please sxip to #6)
1 yes, how many? Total # (f yes, pleasa fillin blue Challenge Report.)
4,

How many challenges have there been to each type of material or service during
1991-92 & 1992-837 (Place the appropriate number In the box.)

[0 Textbook O Film (3 ubrary Book

- O curriculum Guide [0 class Discusslon/Lecture

(1 counselor Services [ Schoo! Nurse [J psychologlst

O other;
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What was the most common reason(s) for the challanne(s) during the last two schoeol
years? (Check those that apply.)

[0 Controversial [J Not age appropriate

[3J Religlous conflict O offensive to minorities
O sataniciwitcheraft [0 Sexually explicit

O out of date O Poor role model

O violence O Protanity
O other:

POLICY:

Doaes your district have a written policy for dealing with challenges?
O nNo [0 ves (Please send a copy of the policy with this form.)
if you do not have a policy, do you intend to develop a policy?

O No [J ves [ Does not apply, we have a policy. -
Has your district used the challenge policy?.

O Not applicable, we have no poiicy.

[ No, we have had no challenges.

O No, we have had challenges but did not use the policy.
O Yes, we have had challenges and used tha poicy.

When was the policy last reviewed or revised?

[0 within the last 2 years, [ Within the last 5 years, [ Neither

CHALLENGES IN OTHER DISTRICTS:.
10. Have you read or heard about chalienges In other districts?

1.

O No O Yes

How would you characterize what you remernber hearing about these challenges in
other districts? (Check appropriate answers.)

[0 Challenges were handled routinely with little controversy.
O chaltenges were somewhat contentious and disruptive.
[J challenges were very disruptive.

[ Chalienges caused community wide controversy.

O Gther:

40 over
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12. When you conslder new curriculum andfor services for your district, how are you
influenced by what yeu have heard about challenges?
{Chech the ane-box that reflects how you think your district would respond.)

Wae are not Influenced at all,

Woe plan the adoption process carefully to avold controversies, but we make our
own Independent judgement.

Wae would consider items challenged elsewhere, but It would be lass likely we
would adopt them.

We might not conslder ltems known to have caused contentlous chalienges in
other districts,

We would not consider adopting curriculum and/or services that caused
contentious challenges In other districts.

O 0O 0 aao

{(Please send coples of your policy for dealing with challenges and any other documents
from your district such as the challenge forms.)
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@ Homnia State University, Fullerion

Louise Adier, EC552, Educational Administration
Fullerion, CA 02634-8000 e (714)773-3911

CHALLENGE REPORT FORM DISTRICT

Ghw cieyict rermm.

Please fill out ore form for each separate chellenge. Two forms are provided. A photo copy can be made If there were more
challenges. This information Is very important for comparison to challenges in prior years.

1.  The approximate date of the first report of the challenge
Report data for the 1991-92 and 1892-83 school years only!

2. The site of the chalienge: [1 Fiementary, [ Jr. HighMiddle, [J High School.

WHAT:

3. What was the type of materig or sorvice challenged?
O Textbook 0O Aim
O Ctess Discussiolecture . [] Ubrary Books O currculum Gulde
O psychologist O counselor Services O school Nurse
O other:

«  For challenged material, what Is the:

Title/name

Author/provider
5. Is this matsrlal adopted by: O state Board of Education, [ Local schoot board, (1 Neither
WHO:
6.  Whno were (are) the challengers? (Check all appropriate categories.)

O Parents O Religlous group [J special Interest group

O community members (] Non residents O Teacher

O Board member [J Principal [ pistrict office staff

O other employse
7.  How many people made the initial challenge? #

8. How many people supported the challenge in writing or at a meeting? {approx. #)

2. Were any cf the challengers/supporters not residents of your district? [J No, [ Yes, how many?

10. Has this person(s) challenged school practices or materials In the past?

O No [ ves, Please identify approximate date and subject of challenge:

11. Has ény organized group been identified by the challenger(s) as supportars or participints in the challenge?

O no . O ves Please identify the group(s):

12.  Did the person(s) challenging the materlal refer to arguments or viewpoinis developed by individuals or groups from
outside the community?

O No, [ Notsure, [J Yes, Please idantity;
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Y: :
Sa. What was the stated reason for the challenge? (Chack those thal apply.)

O Controversial 5 Not age appropriate
O3 Religious conflict O offensive to minorities
O satanic/witcheratt O Sexually explicit

O out of date O Poor role model

O wvictence O Protanity

O Other.

14, What did the challenger ask the school district to ¢o when the challenge originaled?

[ Excuse their child from using the material or sarvice
[ Restrict use of the matetial or service

O] Revise or edit out "objectionable™ sactions

O completsly end use of the material or service

DEALING WITH THE CHALLENGE:

15.

16,

17,

18.

Has the challenge been covered by the media? 0O no. O Yes (Pleasévmach copies.}
Has the challenge been discussed at a public board meeting? [J No, [J Yes (Plsase attach minutes.)

Mas the district contacted an aftomney regarding the challenge? [ No, [J Yes

What steps have been taken to date o respond to the challenge? (Check thuse appropriate.)
0 statt has met with chaliengers

[ statt hes requested the challengers put their concems In writing
O Challengers have received a written response (Please attach a copy.)
O pistrict formed a review commities

Al what level was the final decision on how to deal with the challenge made?
O school site, [ District office, [J School board

RESULT:

20.

21,

22,

The final decision made was:  (Check those appropriate.)
3 To remove the challenged material or end the services

O To restrict use of the challenged material or service (Piease give details):

[J To use the challenged material or cervice

0] To use the materials or senvice, hut excuse the children of the challenger(s) from use of the material
O Other;

In your opinicn what would challengers say ebout the cutcome you have described above?
{More than one can be checked.)

0 satisfied

0] Got a feir hearing/but don't like the outcome

0 No one really listened/nothing changed/but district was nice
O] Were trealed badiy/dont ke the cutcome

0] wel be back

0 we're taking our kids out of school 4 r';
0] see you at the next election '
O other

How satisfied do you think the challengers were with the cutcome?
O very Satisied, [] Somewhat Satisfied, [] Somewhat Dissatsfied, [] Very Dissatsfied



A Coalition of Organizations
Interested in Quality Education

The Educational Congress of California,
organized in 1972, is an independent
coalition of statewide groups both
community-based and professional who
have ar: interest in public education.

The Congress provides a forum for the
discussion and dissemination of timely
information: which relates to K-12 education

A primary interest of the coalition is to
improve communication and broaden the
perspective of member organizations. ECC

serves as a vehicle to build understanding
and trust.

School finance and the issues which have
impact on policy as it relates to finance are
presented, discussed and disseminated to
the two million constituent members.
Common interest and goals are established
in order to speak as a united voice on
issues either pending in the legislature or
before the voters of California.

EDUCATIONAL
CONGRESS OF
CALIFORNIA

Chairman: Florence McAuley

Assistant Chairman; Joel Schaffer

Secretary: Atha Jane Hayward
Treasurer: Carol Boyer
Member Qrganizations

Association of California School Administrators

- Association of California Urban School Districts

Association of Low Wealth Schools

Association of Mexican-American Educators
California Association of Administrators of State -
& Federal Education Programs

California Association of the Gifted

California Association of School Business Off:cxals
California Association of School Psychologists
California Association of School Transportation
Officials

California Media & Library Educators Assoclatlon
California School Boards Association

California School Counselors Association
California School Employees Association

California School Nurses Organization

California State Parents, Teachers & Students
Association

California Teachers Association

Delta Kappa Gamma Society, Chi State-California

League of Women Voters of California

Schools for Sound Finance

Service Employees International Union,AFL,CIO,CLC
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ABSTRACT

This:paper presents findings of a longitudinal survey
that gathered information on the number and types of challenges to
curriculum and services in the California public schools. Data were
collected from a questionnaire sent by the Board of Directors of the
Educational Congress of California to every school-district
superintendent in the state in 1990, 1991, and 1993. Sixty percent of
the superintendents responding in 1993 indicated that challenges to '
curriculum had occurred in their districts. The challengers usually
asked school districts to completely end the use of material or
services (68 percent), rather than request that their children be
excused Zrom using the material (3 percent). Concerns about religious
conflict or satanic/witchcraft issues accounted for 50 percent of the
1993 challenges, an increase of 9 percentage points since 1990. The
vast majority of c¢hallenges were contentious and disruptive. In both
the 1991 and 1993 surveys, administrators said that they would be
less likely to adopt material challenged elsewhere or would not
consider objects of controversy in other districts. Finally, 5
percent of the 1993 challenges came from school board members.
Twenty-two tables are included. Appendices contain lists of the
objects of challenges, challenging groups, professional resources, a
sample board policy and administrative regulations, a copy of the
questionnaires, and information on the Educational Congress of
California. (LKI)
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HIGHLIGHTS

68% of challengers ask that school districts completely end use of the
challenged material or service.

60% of responding districts have experienced curriculum challenges.

The number of districts reporting challenges increased by five percentage
points between the 1991 and 1993 data.

39% of the responding districts reported challenges during the 1991-1992
and 1992-93 school years.

44% of the challenges were at elementary school sites in the 1993 data.

Concerns about religious conflict or satanic/witchcraft issues account for
50% of the challenges in the 1993 data.

77% of the responding districts indicated that they have a board policy for
dealing with curriculum challenges.

Only 11% of the districts reported in 1993 that they removed the

challenged material or ended the challenged service.

Organized groups were identified by the challengers as supporters or
participants in 35% of the challenges.

93% of responding administrators indicated that they knew about
challenges in other districts.

Only 12% of responding administrators indicated that challenges they
heard about were handled routinely with little controversy.

9% of the districts reported that (a) they would be less likely to adopt
material challenged elsewhere, (b) might not consider items known to have
caused contentious challenges, or (c) would not consider such materials.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Meeting Ground or Battleground ............cccuvate beere  anans 1
WHO RESPONDED ........ciiiineucinennns erreeeans Cerrees 2
HOW MANY CBALLENGES ..............c.cc00vunns PR 4
WHAT GETS CHALLENGED .........¢c0ieiteciiereniansennns 6
WHAT IS THE TREND....... vetesnnn Ceetieeresiiieaes beaeen 7

WHY CURRICULUM OR SERVICES ARE CHALLENGED. .,... 8
California Leaming Assessment System/CLAS ...........cev00ut 9
Science Curriculum v, Creationism, _.,... creccentetiantanran .10
Religious Objections to Material Seen as Promotmg Witcheraft: . ... 11

WHO CHALLENGES. ... -t occ i ttetteiiniaranasnsssnnansss 12
PUBLIC DISCUSSION :OF CHALLENGES...... e ttaeaanaanan .14
HOW DISTRICTS DEAL WITH CHALLENGES , .. . ......... 15
POLICY. ... .. i iiiiineniaennnannns frteeanenane Cheeennas 16
FINAL DECISIONS.......... et eearate e ereeas 18
WHAT DID THE CHALLENGERS THINK,, . . .......... S
ECHO EIFECT...... N eteeneennetananan Ceerneaan Crereercnan 20
IMPLICATIONS OF MAJOR FINDINGS .
Volatility of Challenges,,..,............. e rarareseranaaes 22
School Board Members | ... ........covvviinninenn. R )
Religion........ Cieeaes N B
) EChO EffCCl ...... TR EEE Y] YRR IREERETERERERS TR . 23
BiblOZraphy . ... ouusieieeieenneenns et ereieeanas eereean. 24
Appendix
1 — Object of Challenges........oeveveriernrieeniienrannend5
2 —— Groups «oscrrvastcuons Cervaerneaan Praearasrerataaanas 26
3 — Professional Resources -« .- .. Cheearresatereerens bebaaan .27
4'—“‘SamplcBOGIdPOliCYandAR.-..-..--........-..-......-28
S —— Questionnaires . ... ... .ciiiiiiiansaereiaias RPN ...33
6 — Educatlonal Congress of Cahforma ----------------------- 39

n



CURRICULUM CHALLENGES IN CALIFORNIA
1993

Schools shouldn't be bartlegrounds over values. In fact, they shouid be the
meeting ground, the rommon ground. Schools should be helping parents raise
children with strong, positive values. This can and does happen where educators
and school boards are doing their jobs.

John Memow, “Don't Offend': Ouwr High-Level Policy
of Cowandice,” Edncation Wack, Feb. 16, 1994, p. 42,

[A local board member] recently appeared on two radio talk shows and said
schools in [her] district and throughout the county are teaching about Satanism,
levitation, secular humanism and the occult. The other four trustees criticized
[ker] for making the statements, which they called unsubstantiated and improper

because she did not give the district an opportunity to investigate the claims.

Local acwapaper report about a commanity where lhe‘ schools have
bocome a battlegronnd gver "New Age teaching”

MEETING GROUND OR BATTLEGROUND?

The battles taking place in California public schools have been reported on national
television news shows and in major newspapers across the country. John Merrow wno is the
executive editor of "The Merrow Report” on public-television discussed the impact of these
battles on the school districts which attempt to take a middle position and avoid giving offense.
He concluded that a retreat from controversy will only result in raising children who are afraid
of ideas and become "ignorant, easily led adults” (Merrow, p. 42). However, the vast majority
of people who challenge material (97% in the data collected in 1993) left districts no middle
ground because they wanted to restrict material or remove material from use by all children
rather than asking only that their child not use the material. Thus, the challenges are not simply
an exercise in parental influence over their own child, but an attempt to remove from use by all
students material considered controversial by a limited number of challengers.

Table 1
What did the challenger ask the school district
to do when the challenge originated?

3% Excuse their child from using the material or service.
18% Restrict use of the material or service.

11% Revise or edit out "objectionable sections."

68% Completely end use of the material or service.

In the fall of 1989, the Board of Directors of the Educational Congress of California
decided to explore what was really happening in schoo! districts around California by funding
the printing and distribution of a questionnaire sent to every school district superintendent in the



State. The purpose of the questionnaire was to gather accurate information on the number and
types of challenges to curriculum and services in California public schools. The first
questionnaire was distributed in the spring of 1990. A second survey was done in 1991. This
report is based on data collected when the survey was done for a third time in 1993 and
compares the data collected in all three years.

It must be noted that throughout this report cach data collection represents two school
years. Thus, the data collected in 1993 is for both 1991-92 and 1992-93 school years. Data
has been collected in two year blocks because challenges do not fit neatly into a single school
year, Challenges may take many months to be resolved.

The purpose of collecting data over a period of years is to explore whether there are
changes or patterns. If the phenomenon being studied is stable, the data would not show changes
in magnitude but would be constant. Most of the data for each year of the study is presented as
percentages of the total sample. In discussing changes in magnitude between the years, the
difference in percentages is used rather than the absolute numbers in most cases. Additionally,
some new questions have been added to the survey form in response to suggestions from the
field, other researchers, and reporters.

WHO RESPONDED

Three hundred and thirteen districts in California responded to the survey in 1993.
Districts from all of California's counties responded. The largest returns were from Los Angeles
(49 districts), Orange (18), San Diego (23), Santa Clara (16) and San Bemardino (17) counties,
In 1990, 421 districts responded and in 1991, 379. The 1993 response represents approximately
one-third of the districts in the state. Some districts that had participated in the past noted that
because of budget cuts they no longer completed "non—mandatory” surveys. Also duc to budget
restrictions the survey forms where mailed in 1993 using "bulk rate” rather than first class mail
which could also have impacted the return rate,

The districts that responded to the questionnaire were fairly representative of the districts
statewide. The size of the student population (ADA) of the districts that zesponded matched
closely with the statewide percentages. (Sec Table 2.) However, smaller districts are under
represented in the sample. It may be that these districts lacked the administrative support to
respond to the questionnaire or that most concerns about curriculum are managed informally and
thus not reported in this study. All types of districts responded to the survey—-elementary, high
school, and unified districts. (See table 3.)

The questionnaires were sent to the superintendents in two parts (see appendix page 33-
38). The District Report form contained 12 questions used to determine (a) whether a district
had received challenges; (b) the perceptions as to whether in comparison to other years there
were more, less or about the same number of challenges; and (c) what they knew about and how
they responded to challenges in other districts. In addition, a Challenge Report form was to be
completed for each specific challenge. One hundred forty-three Challenge Reports were
retumed. However, not every district that reported having challcnges on the District Report form
filled out the Challenge Reports. Data taken only from the Challenge Repori. are noted
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throughout this report. All other data comes from the Districts Reports.

Table 2
SIZE OF DISTRICTS RESPONDING
COMPARED TO STATEWIDE DATA

SIZE OF ADA | STATEWIDE 1993
199394+ DATA
over 40,000 1% 8%
10,001-40,000 12% 21%
5,001-10,000 11% 20%
2,501~ 5,000 13% 13%
501- 2,500 3% 3%
under 500 32% 15% -
gurcc: wo!!DUICﬁ, !755—54 )
Table 3
TYPE OF DISTRICT RESPONDING
TYPE OF I STATEWIDE 1993 1991 1990
DISTRICT 1993-94* DATA DATA DATA
K-12 30% . 2% 37.0% 38.7%
K-6/8 5% 46% 51.6% 51.9%
: High School |  11% 12% 11.4% 9.3%
T Source: FaSource, 1593-94
Tarle 4
WHO RePORTED
PERSON REPORTING 1993
. DATA
Superintendent 2%
Assistant Super. 24%
Other Dist. Office 26%
Principal/Asst, Prin. 6%
Other Dist. Employee 2%

Forty—two percent of the District Report forms were completed by superintendents and
50% were completed by other people who worked at the district offices. These results are
similar to the results obtained in 1991.




HOW MANY CHALLENGES

Sixty percent of the districts reported that there have been challenges at some time in their
distric.;. This figure increased by five percentage points over the data reported.in 1991 (55%).
(See Table 5.) Thirty—nine percent of the districts reported that there have been challenges
during the 1991-92 and 1992-93 school years. In 1990, 36% of the districts responding
reported having challenges in 1988-89 and 1989-90. And in 1991, 44% of the districts reported
challenges for 1989-90 and 1990-91. (See Table 6.)

Table §
DISTRICTS THAT HAVE HAD CHALLENGES
AT SOMETIME IN THEIR HISTORY

1991 1993
DATA | DATA

55% 60%

Table 6
DISTRICTS THAT HAD CHALLENGES
DURING THE TWO YEARS SURVEYED

1990 1991 1993
DATA | DATA | DATA

36% 44% 39%

A 1981 study done by the Association of American Publishers (AAP, et. al.) repoit=i raic
of challenges to be lower than was found in this study:

More than one in five (22.4%) of the 1,891 respondents, overall -
-or nearly one administrator in five (19.2%) and nearly one
librarian in three (29.5%)--reported that there had been some
challenge to classroom or library materials in their

school(s) [between 1978-80].... (p.3)

Fifty-five percent of the districts reporting in 1993 received more than one challenge.
(Sce Table 7.) This was also the case in the data collected in 1990 and 1991. The McAfee-
Hopkins (a professor at University of Wisconsin-Madison) research on school libraries covering
1987 to 1990 showed "the majority of those reporting complaints, or 51.8%, reported one
complaint, and 73.7% reported one or two complaints” (1991, p. 135). The 1993 data reported
here shows a similar rate. Seventy-two percent of those districts reporting challenges reported
one or two challenges in their district.
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Table 7
NUMBER OF CHALLENGES PER DISTRICT
Number of % of Districts % of District % of Disticts
Challenges Receiving this Receiving this Receiving this
Per District | Number of Challenges | Number of Challenges | Number of Challenges
1990 Data 1991 Data 1993 Data
1 43% 49.1% 45%
2 27% 21.8% 27%
3 9% 13.0% 12%
'4 9% 68% 5%
L 4% 31% 2%
6+ 3% 62% %

The number of challenges per district appears to be relatively stable over the years data
were collected for this longitudinal study. In all three surveys, over fifty percent of the districts
1eporting challenges received more than one challenge. On the other hand, the total number of
challenges when compared to the number of districts reporting showed a dramatic increase in the
data collected in 1991 (Table 8). This may reflect the fact that (a) there were a number of
challenges to the Impressions reading series reported in the 1991 data, and (b) districts where the
Impressions series was challenged were more likely thau other districts to report having multiple
challenges.

Table 8
Total Number of Challenges Reported

1990 | 1991 | 1993

Number of district 421 379 313
reporting

Total number of 320 74 232
challenges

Number of challenges | 76% | 98% | 74%
as a percentage of

districts reporting *
* NOTE: this does not mean that this 1s the percent of districts having challenges.

It must also be noted that the challenges reported in these data were reported by district
office level personnel. Some challenges do not come to the attention of district office personnel
because they are resolved at school sites. Public school officials do not usually classify casual
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questions and concerns expressed by parents as formal chalienges. Therefore, it should not be
assumed that these data represent all of the challenges and concerns that are a part of the day—to-
day business of schools. The AAP (1981) study reported that half or more of the challenges
were dealt with informally My districts. '

The AAP (1981) study reported "challenges occurred with increasing frequency at higher
grade levels" (p. 4). Data for the three surveys done in this study show an opposite trend with
more challenges occurring at the lower grade levels (see Table 9). The 1991 data showed a
much higher number of challenges at the elementary level, probably reflective of the challenges
to the Impressions elementary reading series. The smaller sample size for the Challenge Report
forms (143) does make conclusions based on these data somewhat more speculative.

Table 9
TYFPE OF SCHOOL SITE WHERE CHALLENGES OCCURRED
Challenge Report Data

Site of % of % of % of
Challenge Challenges | Challenges | Challenges
1993 Data | 1991 Data | 1990 Data*

Elementary 44.4% 60.7% 44.5%

Junior High 29.3% 13.7% 70%

High Schocl 24.1% 14.5% 19.5%

District Wide 23% 11.1% 21.1%

TRote acarmonal ta: 1-12 1.0%, Unsure 8%,

WHAT GETS CHALLENGED

Each district was asked what types of curriculum or services were challenged during the
1991-92 and 1992-93 school years. Library books - 1d textbooks were the most commonly
challenged tvpe of materials or services. (See Table 10.) As in the 1990 and 1991 data the
Impressions reading series was the most challenged item reported in the 1993 survey. In
addition, a small number of districts also reported challenges to the new elementary social science
textbooks from Houghton Mifflin. (See Appendix One. For further informaiion on Houghton
Mifflin challenges see Adler & Tellez, 1993.) The data collected in 1991 showed textbooks were
more likely to be challenged than library books. However, the 1990 and 1993 data showed
textbooks and library books about equal in the number of challenges. Conversely, the AAP study
covering 1978-1980 showed challenges to textbooks were 11.5% of the sample whereas
challenges to contemporary fiction were 36.8% of the challenges (p. 4).

1t would seem that districts are not protected from criticism by purchasing State adopted
textbooks since 25% of the challenges were to materials that have been approved by the State
Board of Education or approved by both the local and State Board. (See Table 11.)

6
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Table 1
TYFES OF CHALLENGES BY NUMBXI-ER (;)F CHALLENGES PER DISTRICT
Number of Challenges per District
TYPE OF CHALLENGES TOTAL | 1} 2| 3] a} s}t e ]| 7+ I
Textbooks 35 277?211 0]o]o 1
Library Books 38 zls]1]1]lo]o 1
Other Material/Serv, 33 28 2 2 0 1 0 0
Curriculum Guide 14 2| 2]o030{ojo} o
Film B} 21 B]11)l1]1]o0o]oe 0
Class Discussion/Lecture 18 15 2 1 0 0 0 0
Counselor Services ) 3 oJlojo]o 0 0
Psychologist Services 3 1jJolo}lojojo] o
d Nursing Services 3 s|lolololalo 0
Table 11

HOW CHALLENGED MATERIAL OR SERVICES WAS ADOPTED
Challenge Report Form Data

ADOPTED BY | % 1993 DATA | % 1991 DATA | % 1950 DATA H
State Board 13% 33.3% 13.9% B
Local Board 5% 34.3% 23.0%

| Neither 40% 32.4% 51.5%
Both 12% not used 11.5%

WHAT IS THE TREND

When districts that had challenges at any time (59.6% of all those reporting) were asked,
"Does it seem to you that your district is experiencing: the same number of challenges as in past
years, more challenges than in past years, or fewer challenges than in past years?" the majority
of districts reporting challenges replied, “the same.” (See Table 12)) The most recent
comparable data gathered by AAP indicated that "of 176 respondents indicating a change in the
rate of challenges during the 1978-80 period covered by the survey, as compared to the 1976
78 period, 131 reported the recent rate as higher,’ while only 45 indicated lower' (AAP, et.
al.,, 1981, p. 9).

One coordinator of instructional media who responded this year indicated that, “the
religious--right' has increased in the intensity of its challenges while reasonableness has
decreased.” (Please note that none of the citations for quotations from this survey's data are

12




RS
i

provided to prdtect the anonymity of those reporting the data. However, the type of person or ~
source is described.)

Table 12
DISTRICT PERCEIVED CHANGES IN NUMBER OF CHAILLENGES
TREND 1993 1991 1990
DATA DATA DATA
*same number® 54% 4949% | 67.80%

"more challenges” 18% 34.18% | 23.30%

"fewer 8% | 1633% | B.950%
challenges"

There was a change in how this question was asked heginning in 1991 which may account
for some of the shifts in the data. In any case, the vast majority of districts are reporting either
the same number of challenges or more challenges in all three surveys.

WHY CURRICULUM OR SERVICES ARE CHALLENGED

The 1990 survey asked those reporting to list the reasons for challenges. - The responses
were then grouped under general categories based on the responses from districts. These
categories were listed on the 1991 and 1993 questionnaires, and respondents checked the
categories that applied to the challenges in their districts. The most frequently cited reasons for
challenges were "Religious conflict” and "Satanic/witchcraft.” The trend appears to be that these
two categories account for an increasing number of the challenges (increasing by almost ten
percentage points from the 1990 to 1993 data). In response to a.question that asked for the title
of the object of the challenge, the most common thetae connecting the challenged items was
witches, mythology, and the occult. The next most important theme was challenges to health
education, family life programs, HIV/IAIDS, and sex education. (See Appendix One.)

Table 13
% OF REASONS CITED FOR CHALLENGES

I REASON FOR CHALLENGE 1993 DAT:A 1991 DATA | 1990 DATA
Religious Conflict 30% 21.88% 17.0%
Satanic/Witchcraft 20% 19.67% 23.7%
Violence/Profanity 3% 14.40% 12.6%
Controversial 1"% 13.85% 11.9%

Too Sexual 17% 11.08% 133% |
Not Age Appropriate % 942% 11.9% I
I Out of Date/Poor Role Model 3% 6.65% 1.5% I
I Offensive to Minority 9% 3.05% 8.1% I

The most recent comparable data was collected in the 1977 National Council of Teachers
of English study in which it was found that the most common rcason for an objection was

-
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language which might include grammar, dialect, or use of profanity or obscenity. The next most
common reason for objections was to sex, or "erotic qualities in the books” (Burress, 1979, p.
17). The research done by Fiske (from UC Berkeley) in the 1950's found politics to be the
primary reason for challenges in school libraries followed closely by sex/obscenity and then
profanity. Though these categories of challenges (except politics) were found in the current
study, they are not the most significant reasons for challenges.

The groups identified as supporters or participants in the challenge as reported on the
survey forms are listed in the Appendix Two. The vast majority of these groups or individuals
are related to religion such as specific churches or groups that are religiously based. Terms such
as religious-right and fundamentalist church were used by administrators in their responses. In
addition, groups identified with the politicaily-active extreme called "impact evangelists” were
identified such as Citizens for Excellence in Education. The concerns about schools of these
groups can be summarized into three broad categories that could be stated in the words of
challengers as:

e "If it was good enough for me——it's good enough for my kids."

e "Kids don't need to solve moral problems—they are told how to do it in the Bible."

® "No expert from a godless university is going to come here and tell me what is good
for my kid." (Adler and Teilez, 1992, p. 156-7.)

California Learning A Svstem/CLAS T

For the first time two districts reported challenges to the State testing program which is
now called the CLAS. One district indicated that the reason for the challenge to the content of
the CLAS tests was that the challenger was “concerned about reflecting on student feelings,
opinions, student challenges to established beliefs.” A school board member in another district
made a speech at a church in 1993 during which she indicated her concerns with the CLAS test:

This really violates privacy, and it's subjective and psychological in nature....

.0t asks students what their ethnic background is, their parents' level of
educarion, how many hours they watch TV.... What happens to this information?
This information is keypunched into a databank. And when you see the national
output of the input that's done on a local basis, it would scare you to death.
Because from the information off of these sheets, they can gain all the medical
information on your student, all their insurance information, all the information
on the family...whether the kid has ever had a drug problem, whether the kid kas
been in the hospital for what kind of diseases. There isn't anything that they can't
find out.... This is very frightening because it even gets down and scores your
child on their level of honesty, integrity, their ability to adapt to change..., It is
total invasion of privacy.

A fourth—-grade—level test absolutely blew my mind.... One of the tests asked the

14



student, "We've all encountered a parent who won't let us do something that we
want to do. Write a paragraph persuading your parent to let you do something
that they previously wouldn't let you do.” There's all kinds of circumstances like
that throughout every single one of these tests that I've looked at. So it's not an
isolated incidence. There is an agenda to try 1o take the parental authority away,
in my opinion.

Some months later this same school board member participated in a meeting for parents
in a neighboring county where according to a newspaper account:

The speakers cited examples of tests in other districts statewide in which students
were asked questions on topics ranging from sexual activity to race issues. "One
question on the California Learning Assessment System test, administered in
districts throughout the state asked if students would eliminate an entire race and
if so, which one," said [the board member], who serves on an education task force
established by Assemblyman....

Science Curricul Creation;

The long saga of the confrontation in the Vista Unified School district over creationism
has been reported in all of the major newspapers and on TV. However several other districts
reported challenges related to their science curriculum and textbooks. Like the controversy over
the CLAS tests, in this controversy school board members have taken on the role of challengers.
In another district Citizens for Excellence in Education supported a teacher who was described
in a news article as,

...a self—proclaimed born-again Christian [who] stayed firm in his position that
evolution theory is flawed.

It's the administrators who believe evolution should be taught as fact. They're
frustrated by my methods and I'm discriminated against because of my religion.

On the opposing side are the scientists and educators who uphold the State Science
Framework.

The vast majority of the scientific community considered the debate so irrevocably
resolved that it's difficult to even get most scientists interested in the issue.
Challenged on the theory of evolution...scientist "act as if we are asking them to
defend the fact that the sun came up this morning.
Eugenie Scott, executive director of the Natlonal Center for
Scientific Education in Berkeley (McDonald, 1989, p. Al).

Evolution is the central organizing theory of biology and has fundamental
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importance in other sciences as well, It is an accepted scientific explanation and
therefore no more controversial in scientific circles than the theories of
gravitation and electron flow. (California State Science Framework, p. 21)

Teachers should be aware that the theory of evolution has been tested and refined
over a hundred years and that the majority of criticisms that find their way into
popularly cirr:uﬁted publications have not been validated scientifically; usually,
the criticisms have been evaluated and rejected by the scientific community.... The
particular case of "creation science” (or ’scientific creationism”) has been
thoroughly studied by the leading scientific societies and rejected as not qualifying
as a scientific explanation. (California State Science Framework, p. 24

Religious Obiecti Material S Promoting Witcheraft

A comparison of the books challenged in 1993 with the lists from previous years shows
that books by well known authors such as Blume, Dahl, Bradbury, Steinbeck, Salinger, and
Twain are challenged again and again over the years. Frequently, these books are on the
Recommended Readings in Literature list that is published by the California State Department
of Education. A common theme in many of the challenges is religious objections to material that
is seen as promoting witchcraft or evil. An individual who w.s identified in a newspaper article
as a member of Concerned American Roman Catholics spoke at a school board meeting in
support of a challenge to The Great Santini: "I'm against all books that are devilish and evil and
does [sic] not lead children to Jesus and into heaven.” In a similar manner, Eric Buehrer (1990),
who was an officer in Robert Simonds', Citizens for Excellence in Education, indicated that:

Christian parents need to also teach their children to arm themselves against the
presence of demons on school campuses. The Bible clearly teaches that we are
constantly in a sea of spiritual activity swirling all around us. This angelic
conflict 1s intensified #v teachers invoking the presence of spirit guides and
mystical experiences. However, a child empowered by Gold's Holy Spirit can by
prayer literally save an entire classroom of children from demonic oppression.
The presence of these gentle, Christian warriors can do much in the battlefield of
spiritual warfare. (The New Age Masquerade: p. 108)

One book challenged for religious reasons is Katherine Paterson's, Bridge to Terabithia,
which had multiple challenges reported in 1991 and 1993, Recommended Readings in Literature,
K-8, (1989) notes that this book is part of the core litcrature books for grades 5 to 8 which are
to be "taught in the classroom, are given close reading and intensive consideration, are likely
to be an important stimulus for writing and discussion” (p. xi). The State Department says that
the children in the book, “reign supreme in a magical kingdom that Leslie creates until the
tragedy of her death....” (p. 33). This special place is described by Leslie in the book as, “a
whole secret cour:ry,...and you and I would be the rulers of it.... It could be a magic country
like Narnia, and the only way you can get in is by swinging across on this enchanted rope’...
Leslie named their secret land Terabithia" (p. 38~39). Later when a storm breaks while the
children are visiting Terabithia, Leslic says, "Let us go even up into the sacred grove and inquire
of the Spirits what this evil might be and how we must combat it. For of a truth I perceive that
this is no ordinary rain that is falling upon our kingdom" (p. 91). Nothing magical ever actually
happens in the book except in the imaginations of the two main characters (and perhaps in the
imaginations of the children who read the book).
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Various books by Roald Dahl have been reported as chalienged such as James and the
Giant Peach (which is on the State list of Recommended Readings) and The Witches. A Reading
is Fundamental poll conducted in 1990 (Education Week, 10/24/90) found Dahl to be one of
children's most favoritc authors. In The Witches, which was challenged in both the 1991 and
1993 data, a young boy and his grandmother visit a seaside town in England where there happens
to be a convention of witches who are planning how to turn all children into mice under the
direction of the Grand High Witch:

"So each of you is owning a magnificent sveet shop! The next move is that each

of you vill be announcing in the vindow or your shop that on a certain day you

vill be having a Great Galla Opening vith frrree sveets and chocs to every child!’

"That will bring them in, the greedy little brutes!’ cried the audience. 'They'll be

fighting to get through the doors!" 'Next,’ continued the Grand High Witch, you

vill...fill every choc...vith my very latest and grrreatest magic formula! This is

known as FORMULA 86 DELAYED-ACTION MOUSE-MAKER'!" (p. 71-78)

While there are chills and thrills a plenty for a young readers' imaginations in Dahl's book, it is
unlikely that any child would actually believe from reading the book that witches really exist or
are to be liked or emulated.

WHO CHALLENGES

In 1990 the questionnaire asked, "Who are the challengers (parents, community members,
non-residents, special interest group members, etc.)? Please be as specific as possible,” and left
blank lines for answers. (See Table 14.) The answers were grouped into categories which were
used as the basis for this question on the 1991 and 1993 questionnaires. Again in 1993, parents
were the majority of challengers (55%).

Table 14
WHO CHALLENGES
Challenge Report Data

WHO CHALLENGES % 1993 DATA | % 1991 DATA | % 1990 DATA
Parents - 55% 45.96% 65.24%
Religious Group 13% 17.44% 13.37%
Special Interest Group 7% 894% 642%
Community Members 13% 5.32% 481%
Non Residents 4% 5.11% 321%
Teacher/Board Member 6.5%"* 5.10% 3.72%
Other Employee 1.5% not used not used

No Response not used not used 321%

Ieacuer = 1..)%1 DOarG Memoer =

Since the questionnaire in 1991 and 1993 listed possible responses rather than providing
blank lines as was the case in 1990, shifts in the percentages could be expected. However, the
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relative order of the responses has remained the same with parents being the most likely
challengers and rcligious groups and special interest groups being the next most likely
challengers. It should also be noted that more than one category could be checked. Therefore,
it is possible that the categories overlap to some degree. For example, some of the parents who
were challengers could also be part of a religious group involved in a challenge.

The most recent comparable data gathered by McAfee~Hopkins also showed parents as
the most likely initiators of challenges (64% of the challenges reported). However, there is a
very interesting difference in the two data sets. The McAfee—Hopkins data showed that “nearly
20% of the challenges came from principals and teachers” (Survey Finds..., 1992, p. 2). In an
carlier article she discussed an article by Woodworth and a study done by the Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction that,

found that schools showed a terdency to resist censorship attempts
from outside the system and acquieésce to similar efforts inside the
system...Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction studies found
that the selection policy was less likely to be followed when an
administrator, teacher, or school board member questioned
materials, but that when organized groups, parents, or studenis
challenged matverials, the policy was more often followed"
(McAfee Hopkins, 1989, p. 267)

While this research found a small percentage of challenges by teachers and board
members, no challenges by principals were reported. Only 24% of the persons who challenged
as reported on the Challenge Report form had challenged school material or services in the past,
meaning that for a large majority of the challengers this was their first experience as a challenger.
The 1990 and 1991 data showed a similar percentages.

Several questions focused on the number of people involved in the challenges. Eighty

percent of the challenges involved just one or two people, most likely the parents of a student.
{Sce Table 15.) '

Another question asked, "How many people supported the challenge in writing or at a
meeting?” This was designed to determine the degree of support for the challenge. Eighty—
seven percent of the challenges reported in 1993 had 10 or less people supporting them in writing
or at a meeting. (See table 16.)

Eighteen percent of the challengers and supporters were identified by the districts as non
residents. When non-residents were involved their numbers were generally small. Three or less
people were involved 61% of the time.

13



Table 15

HOW MANY PEOPLE MADE THE INITIAL CHALLENGE
Challenge Report Data

NUMBER MAKING % of 1993 | % OF 1991 | % OF 1990
] INITIAL CHALLENGE DATA DATA DATA
1 61% 47.0% 45.6%
2 13% 16.5% 22.8%
3-10 13% 26.1% 25.7%
1119 1.5% 2.6% 4.4%
20+ 55% 7.8% 1.5%

Organized groups were identified by the challengers as supporters or participants in the
challenge in 35% of challenges from the 1993 Report Forms. A variety of groups were
identified ranging from the National Organization for Women to Tne National Rifle Association,
however the majority of these groups were religious in nature. (See Appendix Two.) Another
question asked whether the persons challenging referred to arguments or viewpoints developed
by individuals or groups from outside the community. Twenty-nine percent of the districts
completing Challenge Report forms indicated that there was such a reference to arguments from
outside the ccmmunity. The responses to this question also represented a wide range of groups
and individuals, and two school districts were identified: San Marcos and Vista. (See Appendix
Two. Please note that the names of districts reporting these data nre not revealed, but the names
of these two districts were given by other districts in response to a question.)

Table 16 ,
NUMBER SUPPORTING THE CHALLENGE
Challenge Report Data

NUMBER r% 1995 | % 1991 | % 199C
SUPPORTING | DATA | DATA DATA

0-2 62% 48.6% 59.8%
3-10 5% 21.5% 2.0%
11-19 5% 9% 6.1%
20+ 8% 29.0% 12.1%

PUBLIC DISCUSSION OF CHALLENGES

The 1993 data showed that 31% of the challenges have been covered in the media; however,
some challenges cause a great deal of coverage. More challenges were discussed at public board
meetings than by the mecdia, as was the casc in data from prior surveys. However, many
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-challenges escape both types of public scrutiny. Additionally, most districts did not consult an

attorney about the challenge(s) in their districts.

Table 17

VOLATILITY OF CHALLENGES
Challenge Report Data

% YES IN % YES IN % YES IN

1993 DATA 1991 DATA 1990 DATA
Covered by the media 1% 37.1% 25%
Discussed in board meeting 44% 51.3% 38%
Consulted an attorney 20% 28.1% 26%

HOW DISTRICTS DEAL WITH CHALLENGES

Fifty percent of the districts responding in 1993 indicated that a district review committee
was formed. In response to the question, At what level was the final decision on how to deal
with the challenge made?”, 18% indicated "school site,” 50% indicated "district office,” and
32% "not applicable.” Since the survey was sent to the superintendents, it is not unusual that
most decisions reported were made at the district level.

In the majority of cases a staff member of the district met with the challengers (74%).
But it is somewhat less likely that they will ask the challenger to put their concems in writing
(58%). In addition, the challengers are now more likely to get a written response than they were
in the data reported for 1990. The California School Boards Association model administrative
regulation (AR 1312.2[a]) dealing with challenges notes that challenges should be made in
writing. {See page 30 of this report.)

. Complaints must be presented in writing to the principal.
Complaints regarding printed material must name the author, title
and publisher, and identify the objection by page and item
numbers, In the case of nonprinted material, written information
specifying the precise nature of the objection shall be given. The
statement must be signed and identified in such a way that a
proper reply will be possible.

Table 18
STAFF RESPONSE TO CHALLENGES
Challenge Report Data
A

ACTIONS OF THE % YES 1993 % YES 1991 % YES 1990
DISTRICT DATA DATA DATA
Staff met with challengers 4% 72.4% 69.6%
Staff requested 58% 62.4% 48.6%
concerns be in writing
Challengers reccived 46% 51.3% 39.9%
written response

L _ I




POLICY

An assistant superintendent from northern California made a parenthetical note on the
Challenge Report form that, “the book was reviewed and found to be lacking in any real value
as literature and had barely been accepted when screened as core literature. I read the book
and greed with the challeager.” He indicated that the steps that had been taken in response
to the challenge were that the staff met with the challengers. Significantly, tae boxes for
indicating formation of a district review committee and requiring that the challenge be made in
writing were not checked. That same district's policy for dealing with Complaints Concerning
Instructional Materials states: "All complaints must be presented in writing...." "The findings of
the building review committee andfor the district review committee shall be summarized in a
written report and be transmitted to the superintendent or designee, who will determine how

 interested parties shall be notified.” It would seem from the District's responses on the Challenge
~ Report Form that the district did not follow their own board policy which was adopted in 1990.

The California School Boards Association Policy Service provides districts with model
policies and administrative regulations for dealing with challenges. (See appendix for copies.)
Establishing procedures before a district reccives a challenge assures that all people who
challenge can expect due process and a fair hearing as well as protecting the rights of students
and staff members. Other organizations such as the California Teachers Association and
California Media and Library Educators Association also provide assistance in dealing with
challenges. (See appendix page 28.)

Seventy-seven percent of the districts report in 1993 that they have a challenge policy.
But, when the districts without policies were asked "do you intend to develop a policy?" over
43% replied, "No". In 1991 over 90% of the responding districts replied "no" to this. question.
In addition to those districts without policies, a further concern is whether districts actually use
the policies they have adopted.

Table 19
Has your district used the chalienge policy?

17% Not applicable, we have no policy.

29% No, we have had no challenges.

9% No, we have had challenges but did not use the policy.
45% Yes, we have had challenges and used the policy.

Of greatest concern in these responses is the 9% of districts that have policies but did not
use them which is up from the 6.75% in this category in the 1991 data. A noted expert on
school law, Martha McCarthy states that:

Once a process to evaluate complaints pertaining to the
instructional program is in place, school boards should follow it
carefully, as courts will show little sympathy when a school board
ignores its own established procedures. (1987, p. 85)
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Those districts that report having challenge policies (52%-1993 data, 47%~-1991 data)
are likely to have reviewed or revised the content of their policy within the last two years.
Twenty-five percent have reviewed or revised the policies within the last 5 years (19% in 1991
data). However, 23% reported "Neither” for this question in 1993.

A detailed analysis of over two hundred California school board policies for dealing with
challenges collected in 1990 and 1991 was conducted to show the congruence of each district's
policy to the provisions of model policies.

Table 20

Key Provisions Found in California Board Policies
Policies collected in 1990 & 1991

1 § Challenges must be made in writing. . 7%
z Use of a form is specified. 93%
3 Challengers must begin the process by discussing their copcern with the principal of the school where the material is .
used. 76%
4 | A review committee can be appoiated ai the school site. 4%
5 A review commiftee can be appointed atf the district level. 5%
6 Challexged matctial remains in use during review process. : 9%
7 There I3 a0 appeal process provided. . . 4%
B Standards used by the committee 1 review the challenged material are specified. ' 5%
S, Standards cstablishing how often a challenged material will be reviewed with in a specific time perod. 4%
10. § Guidelines for selection of review committee members are specified. 51%
11. § Alternate assigement may be given to challenger's child. 46%

1= T, ~33 P W

Over half of the districts that had challenges received more than one which could be a
challenge to the same item challenged earlier. It would be wisc for districts to specify how often
within a specific period they will review the same challenged material. An example might be
that material would only be reconsidercd once every three years. However, a review of the
policies collected in 1993 indicates that only 18% of the districts now have a provision of this
type in their policies.

It is surprising that librarians are represented on review committess only slightly more
often than community members, even though their professional training usually prepares them
to deal with controversial selection issues. This may be a reflection of the fact that close to half

the challenges are at the elementary level where professional librarians are not likely to be
employed. (See Table 21.)
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Table 21
Members of the Review Committee as Designated in Board Policies 1990 & 1991 Data

% of policies that specify this

aegory

District office staff 65%

Principals ' %%

Teachers 8%

Librarians 2%

Coramunity Members X%

Parents 17% *

FINAL DECISIONS

ChallenEe:s got material or scrvices removed from schools in only a very small
percentage of the challenges (11% reported on Challenge Report forms). Selection and review
rocedures that never resulted in challenged material being removed would be hard to defend as
air and would assume that selection decisions were always correct. Conversely, if the decisions
frequently resulted in the removal of challenged material or services it would call into question
the professional judgment and academic freedom of the districts' staffs.

In comparing previous studies to the data from the '90, '91, and '93 surveys, it is difficult
to discern an accurate trend from data gathered by different instruments surveying somewhat
different populations. How-ever, the California data presented here seems to show a lower
tendency to remove materi:' chan was found in the prior research studies and a greater tendency
to excuse the challenger's child from the use of the challenged material.

Table 22
FINAL DISTRICT DECISION
Challenge Report Forms

FINAL DECISION % % % % YES % YES
YES YES YES McAfce-Hoprins | AAP, et. al.
1993 | 1991 | 1990 1986-89%* 1978-80
DATA | DATA | DATA
[ ] [ ] [ ]
Remove material/end 11% 10% 12% 26.1% 22.0%
service
Restrict use 14% 8% 11% 21.6% g 2%
Continue to use 34% 37% 12% 52.3% 34.6%
Continue/excise 25% 3% 29% NA 8.5%
challenger's child
Onher , 16% 14% 16% NA NA
* Columns do not add o MSe & TeW asmqu WIOKS, I OLRCT ANICTRALCo,

¢¢ Rescarch applicd to libraries cnly ("Survey Finds," 1992, p. 2).
¢u¢ 28.5% werc others that were restrictive such as "ot reordered” (Kamhi, 1981, p. 57).
The computations used in the 1990 and 1991 reports yielded silghtly higher percentages than are reported here because of

the usc of a "pending® category. All of the data has been recalculated using the same process so that It can be hecurately
compared.
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were to continue the use of the challenged material or service or to continue to use the
challenged material or service but excuse the child of the challenger from use of the materials
or services. Thus the most likely outcomes resulted in no change in the materials or services
available to all of the children except those of the challengers.

WHAT DID THE CHALLENGERS THINK

Because it is difficult to get data directly from challengers, we do not know exactly what
they thought about the decisions made by the districts. In an attempt to begin to assess the way
challengers might view the decisions made by the districis, we asked the administrators what they
believe the challengers thought of the decisions that had been made. In response to a question
added this year, administrators reported that the majority of challengers (51%) were not satisfied
with the outcome of the challenge.

Table 23
"How satisfied do you think the challengers were with the outcome?”
Challenge Report Form Data 1993

18% Very Satisfied .
33% Somewhat Satisfied

26% Somewhst Dissatisfied
23% Very Dissatisfied

A more detailed question has been a part of all three surveys: "In your opinion what
would challengers say about the outcome you have described?” 1t is interesting that in response
to this question only 28% of the challengers were considered “satisfied"” by the administrators
reporting in 1993. Each time the survey has been done this category has gotten smaller dropping
26 percentage points from the 1950 to 1993 data.

Table 24

REACTION OF CHALLENGERS TO DISTRICT DECISIONS
Chellenge Report Form Data

I .
WHAT CHALLENGERS % YES % YES % YES
MIGHT SAY 1993 DATA | 1951 DATA | 1990 DATA
Satisfied 28% 43% 54%
Got fair bearing/don% like 3% o dA% 7%
outcome - - .

No one listened/othing changed/ 4% 7% | . %
district was nice , :

Treated badly/don't like outcome 9% | . &% 3%
well be back . 2% | - 16% 6%
We zre 1aking our kids out of . 5% 15% 7%
schaol : .

. See you next election T 4% 12% 10%

I!.Ole: H ore lﬂan one c..o.glee cou.l..” E ;ecﬁea 0 EC eo'umns !B not Ha 1o m!ﬂ her wis used

as acaiegory by 10% of the districts in 1993, ‘The computations used in the 1990 and 1991 reports
yitlded slightly higher percentages than are reported here becauss of the use of a "pending® calegory.
All of the data has been recaloulated using the same process so that it can be accurately contpared.
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However, administiators did think that most challengers (66%) would say they were either
satisfied or at least got = fair hearing in the 1993 data. Treating people fairly is a highly prized
quality among educators so it is not surprising that they would report that most challengers were
satisfied or got a fair hearing.

ECHO EFFECT

The 1990 documentary data and discussions with administrators suggested that there was an
"echo effect” in other districts that heard about particularly contentious challenges. Three
questions were added to the 1991 and 1993 questionnaires to probe this area. Responses showed
that in the 1991 data 94.8% of the administrators had read or heard about challenges in other
districts, and in 1993, 93% reported hearing about other challenges. Only 12% reported in 1993
that the challenges were "handled routinely with little controversy.” Instead the vast majority
reported that the challenges were either "somewhat or very disruptive.” (See Table 25.)

Districts were also asked how they were influenced by what they heard about challenges
in other districts. The vast majority of districts reported that they plan the adoption process
carefully to avoid controversies, but make their own independent judgement. Only 13% of the
districts reporting in 1993 said that they were not influenced at all. Nine percent of the districts

,Teported that (a) they would be less likely to adopt material challenged elszwhere, (b) might not

consider items known td have caused contentious challenges, or (c) would not consider such
materials. In this small group of districts influenced by the "echo effect, " material 1nay not be
used because of challenges in other districts. One Southern California district office staff
member added a written note on the questionnaire: "Please note that while we make independent
Jjudgements, challenges are causing us to be more conservative and take fewer risks.”

Table 25
KNOWLEDGE ABOUT CHALLENGES IN OTHER DISTRICTS

How would you characterize what you remember hearing about these challenges
in other districis? (Check appropriate answers.)

1993 DATA ’ 1991 DATA
*Challenges were handled 12% 12%
routinely with linle controversy.”
"Challenges were somewhat 51% 46%
contentious end disruptive.”
"Challenges were very 25% 40%
disruptive.”
*Challenges caused community 33% Asked as one question in 1991,
wide controversy.”
"Other” - 2% 2%
1 Mo OOt AEWeT OO, n xamber = ©w
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Table 22
HOW DISTRICTS ARE INFLUENCED BY CHALLENGES IN OTHER DISTRICTS

HOW ARE YOU INFLUENCED? % 1993 | % 1991

DATA DATA
We are not influenced at all. 13% 11.8%
We are anxious that controversy does not occur | not used 2.5%
in our djstrict. :
We plan adoption process carefully to avoid 78% 76.7%

controversies, but we make our oww
independent judgement.

We would consider items known to have . 4% 55%

and/or services that caused contentjous
challenges in other districts.

caused contentions challenges elsewhere, but }CE
would be less [ikely we would adopt them. g
We might ot consider ftems known 10 have 3% 3.0% E 99,
caused contentious challenges in ofher districts. F
F
We would not consider adopting carriculim 2% % E
C
T

The term "echo effect” has not been used by other researchers, but they did refer to the
concept. .

Despite the fact that one [contentious challenge] took place more than five years

before this study was undertaken and the other well over three, the majority of
respondents throughout the state not only knew of them but brought them into

their discussions spontanecusly. As we shall see, a number of both school and
public libraries reacted to these conflicts with precautionary or restrictive
measures.

(Fiske, 1959, p. 54).

...Comments indicate that some precensorship results from the "chilling effect” of
previous controversy and the desire to avoid conflict.... Such comments provide
evidence that the difficult -to-document phenomenon of precensorship does occur
in our schools.... (AAP, 1981, p. 12)
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IMPLICATIONS OF MAJOR FINDINGS
VYOLATILITY OF CHALLENGES

Sixty percent of the districts responding in 1993 indicated that there had been challenges
in their districts. The challengers usually ask school districts to completely end use of material
or services (68%) rather than focusing only on requesting that their own child be excused from
using the material (3%). Thus, the challengers are bound to be dissatisfied unless the district
removes the material or service which occurs in only 11% of the challenges reported in this
study. Administrators who responded to the survey indicated that challengers are very satisfied
with only 18% of the outcomes of challenges.

SCHOOL BOARD MEMBERS

For the first time the data analysis separated out board members as challengers from
employees of school districts. Five percent of the challengers were identified as school board
members. Since school boards adopt curriculum guides and textbooks, challenges to existing
curriculum are probably coming from board members who were not on the board when the
material was adopted or the material being challenged does not go through a board adoption
process such as the selection of library books. Taken by itself this 5% challenge rate by board
members is not very significant. But in light of news reports about the changing agendas of
some newly elected board members, the data suggests the possibility of an emerging trend.

Little more than a year after sweeping into office as apostles of the "religious
right's” growing political activism, Christian fundamentalists on San Diego County
schaol boards are shaking up more than a dozen local school districts. Many of
the new school board members have brought into heated debate long-standing
policies.... They have objected to self-esteem programs...criticized a popular
spelling curriculum called "Wizards,” contending that the fairies and ogres it uses
to make spelling fun promote the occult. (Gaw, 1993, p. B1)

Quotations from board members used earlier in the report (p. 1, 9-10) indicate that the
thetorical style being used is inflammatory:

"Schools arz teaching about Satanism, levitation, secular humanism and the
occult. "

"And when you see the national output of the input that's done on a local basis,
it would scare you to death.”

The data collected in this study do little more than hint at a possible trend, and it is

unlikely that using a survey sent to school administrators will provide data that might be
considered critical of the administrators employers--school board members.
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Concerns about religious conflict or satanic/witcheraft issues account for 50% of the
challenges in the 1993 data. This represents an increase of nine percentage points over the data
collected in 1991 and 1990. This trend is even more dramatic when compared to data collected
in the 1970's when religious issues were not a major concern, These objections take on added
significance because they are focused not only at single library books or a particular film, but
~ they are focused on: (a) State adopted textbook series such as Impressions; (b) the new statewide
testing system—-CLAS; and (¢) what the State adopted Framework says will be taught in science
courses about the origins of life. Thus, if successful, the challenges will have a much wider
impact than a challenge to a single library book.

As has been noted in prior reports of this research, religiously based challenges are
particularly difficult for school districts. If the district agrees with the challenger, it is subject
to criticism for letting the values of a particular religious group dictate public policy. On the
other hand, if the district rejects the challenge, it can be criticized for being insensitive to the
right of each family to practice their own religious beliefs. Since religious values and beliefs are
more firmly held and less subject to compromise than many other categories of: belicfs, school
districts face many difficultics in trying to deal with religious challenges. Compromise, the usual
mechanism for solving disputes, is difficult to achieve in these challenges,

Religious beliefs, democratic values, and the education of children always raise
sharp differences of opinion, but when all of these three are joined together and
focused on one problem, the debate really becomes...
fired with emotion and beset with confusion.
(Butts, 1950, p. ix)

ECHO EFFECT

Data about the impact that contentious challenges have on decisions made by other school
districts was collected for the second time in 1993, Almost all administrators report that they
knew about challenges in other districts. Only 12 percent (the same amount as in the 1991 data)
indicated that the challenges were handled routinely with little controversy. The vast majority
of administrators reported that the challenges were contentious and disruptive. Exactly the same
percentage (9%) reported in both surveys that they would be less likely to adopt or would not
consider items that caused contentious challenges in other districts, Research done in the 1950's
and 1980's also suggested that there is a precautionary reaction to challenges. And one
respondent to this survey stated it explicitly in'a note made on the questionnaire:

Please note that while we make independent judgements, challenges
are causing us to be more conservative and take fewer risks.
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Appendix 1 -- Object of Challenges '

'ELEMENTARY LEVEL

A Nature! History of Unnatural Things

A is for AIDS {film)

Adolescent Growth Education {curriculum gulde)
Bearskin {Grimm's)

Best Witches-—-Poems for Hallowean

Blubber

huliding & too! chest or hope chest (class activity)
Chilld of the Owl *

CTBS tests

Dare Program

Dark Is Rising {film from instructional TV}

Draw 50 Besties and ‘Yuggues...

Growing Healthy (HIV/AIDS education progrem}
Hallowean {the hollday)

Hougthon Miffiin Social Studies series (3)

How to Calch a Ghost

How to Eat Fried Worms *

I'm Paet Proct (program by Camp Fire)
Impressions (reading series) (B)

In the Night Kitchen

Jerome and tha Witchcraft Kids

Joshua In the Promised Land

Litde House In the Blg wood *

More Scary Stories to Tell in the Dark

music program not "Christian” enou

pictures of four Black Ieaders lnt:ludg inrg Malcoim X
Queen of the What Ifs

Quest Program (Skills for Growing)

Scary Stones to Tell In the Dark

Scary Storles 3: More Tales o Chill Your Bones
Saxuat Change in You'!h (filmy)

Sign of the Beaver *

Sir Gawain and the Loathly Lady

Sleeping Beauty and Other Favorite Falry Tails *
Siugs (2)

Storles Californla Indlans Told (audio tape)
Teen Assessment Survey (AALW)

The Boy Who Lost His Face

The Devil's Story Book

The Gnats of Knotty Pina

The Headless Cupid

Witches (4) (3 by Blumberg, 1 by Dahly
Wizards spelling program

ELEHENTAHY/JR HIGH LEVEL
Brld @ to Terabethla (3) *

femlly Iife currlculum
Hansel and Gretel *
Happy Birthday Llitle Witch
health education Information/AIDS
Ichabod Crane
My Brother Sam Is Dead *
Roiling Harvey Down the Hill
The Headless Horseman
The Doll House Murders

JR. HIGH LEVEL

Abortion (student report)

A Haro Aln't Nothing But a Sandwich *
AIDS prevention program/curriculum (2)
Beowolf, A New Telling *

Catcher In the Rye *

Go Ask Allce

Heart Talks

Houghton Miffiin Social Studles. series
Human Growth and Development

| Know What You Did Last Summer
islam (Interact)

Kindergarten Cop {rented video)
Literature and World Masterpleces
Lord of the Flles *

Meat With Witches

Occult Visions

Quest program (2)

-ToKlla

Romeo and Jullet {1967 videc)
Sclence Series by Prentice Hall
Smart Cholces

The AIDS Afterncon Special (TV film)
The Bronze Bow (2)

The Cay {3) *

The Devlls Footprint (SRA Listening Lab)
The Halloween Tree

The Last Misslon

Tom Sawyer *

Witchcraft In America

Witches

HIGH SCHOOL LEVEL
AIDS education (2)
Advertures of Huckieberry Finn, The *

Birdy

Blass Me Ultima *
Brave New World *
Chiqulta's Cocoon
Chrislmas music

fB.lTIl]Y me materials
Fighting Invlsible Tlgers
frieda (art video)

Full Circle

Go Ask Alica

heealth courss

How to Help Your Kids Say No to Sex (author Focus

on the Famliy/curriculum gsulde
1 Know Why the Caged Bird Sings (3) *
I'f Boom (film)
i
M::;: Make the Man

Of Mico and Men {2) *

Ordinary Paople *

Pageant of world History

Planned Parenthood (presentation)

Prelude to aBma?:sy {drama production)

Rosemary’s

The Great Sartini

The Lmtea
ocking Bird *

ALL LEVELS

district health clinle

State tests/ CLAS tests (2)
scienca curriculum

Numbers represent tha number of districts reporting

that an item was challenged i it Is over one.

* Indicates that the book is listed by the State
Becommended | itarature

Dapartment of Education In
B-12 or
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Groups lde:iified by the Challengers as Supporters or
Participants in the Challenges

ACLU (2)

AAUW

American Indian Commission

Anti Defamation League

Benjamin Bull, Miss.

Catholic church

Christlan church group

Christian right church

CEE (2)

Citizens for a Safe School Campus
coalition of several church groups (2)
concerned Christians

Creationists

CVE

Dr. Dobson/Christian coalition (2)
Eagle Forum (2)

Excellence in Education

Focus on Family (2)
fundamentatist church/groups (3)

HCAC

Joewish Defense League
Jewish Community

local church

members of the same church
Moslems

NAACP (2)

Native Americans

NOW

NRA

Patterson, Dr. Colin
Robertson, Pat

religious community (Baptist)
religious right (2)

Schuller

Seventh Day Advantist minister
Vitieyard Church

IChallengers Referred to Arguments Developed by These Groups/People

ACLU (2)

Anti Defamation League (2)
Coulson, Willlam R.

CURE

Dobson (2)

Education Code

Focus on the Famlly (3)
NAACP

NOW

Patterson, Dr. Colin

religious fundamentalists (2)

reiigions

Robertson, Pat

Schafiey, Phyllis

San Marcos School District

Schuller

Southern California fundamentalist group
Vista School District

white supremists group

unknown rellgious organlzation

Numbers represent the number of districts giving this response.
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PROFESSIONAL RESOURCES FOR THOSE WHO DEAL WITH CHALLENGES

American Association of School Administrators, 1801 N. Moora Street, Arlington, VA
22209,

Published by AASA: Religion in the Public Schools (1986).

American Library Association,
Office of Intellectual Freedom, (312) 944-6780,
Publishes: Newsletter on Intellectual Freedom bimonthly.

The Association for Library Services to Children, a division of ALA
provides a packet of materials on “intellectual Freedom for Children."

Ast ociation of California School Administrators, (415) 692-4300, Joseph Jones
1575 Old Bayshore, Buringame, CA 94010. - ~

Association for Supervision and c:.un'iculum Development, 125 N. West Street, Alexandria,
VA 22314-2798, (703) 549-9110.

‘Published by ASCD: Religion in the Curriculum (1987).
California School Boards Association, Policy Service, (916) 371-4691.

International Reading Association, (302) 731-1600 x 214, fax (302) 731-1057,
Provides a packet of material on textbook and reading program censorship.

National Council of Teachers of English (217) 328-3870 offers suppott in censorship
incidents.

National Education Association (202) 833 4000 offers crisis asmstance to members
Published by NEA: 2 : : ) :

Issue (1990) Anna S. Ochoa. Edltor

National Qrganization on Legal Problems ln Education, Southwest Plaza Building, 3601
SW 29th St., #223, Topeka, KS 66614, (913) 273-3550, fax (913) 273-2001.
Published by NOLPE: Free Expression and Censorship (1988) Mawdsley,

A Legal Guide to Religion and Public Educatiun (1988) Sendor.

Phi Delta Kappa Educational Foundation, PO Box 789, Bloomington. IN 47402-0789,
(812) 339-11586.

Published by PDK: A Delicate Baiance: Church, State, and the Schools (1983),
McCarthy; The Schoolbook Protest Movement (1986) Jenkinson.

27
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CSBA Sample
Board Policy
Commumnity Relations BP 1312.2(a)

COMPLAINTS CONCERNING INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

The Governing Board takes great care in the adoption of instructional
materials and is aware that all adopted materials may not be acceptable to
all students, their parents/guardians, or other district residents.

{cf. 6161.1 - Selection and Evaluation of Instructional Materials)
{cf. 6161,11 - Supplementary Instructional Materials)

The Superintendent or designee shall establish wrocedures which will
permit proper consideration of any complaints against the use of any
instructional materials, including textbooks. supplementary -textbooks,
library books. and other instructional materials and equipment.

The Board believes the Superintendent and staff are well qualified to
consider complaints concerning instructional materials. Complainants
are advised to consider and accept the Superintendent or designee's
decision as final. However, if the complainant finds the decision of the
Superintendent or designee unsatisfactory, he/she may request that the
matter be placed on the agenda of a regular Board meeting,

f¢f. 1312.3 - Uniform Complaint Procedures)
The Board's decision in any such case will be based on educarional

suitability and will not be influenced by a desire to suppress information
or deny students access to ideas with which the Board disagrees.

fcf. 6144 - Controversial Issues)

Legal Reference: (See next page)
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BP 1312.2(b)

COMPLAINTS CONCERNING INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS (continued)

Legal Reference:
EDUCATION CODE
18111 Exrlusion of books by governing board .
35010 Contral of district; prescription and enforcement of rules
60003 Power of governing board to select instructional matertals
60040-60047 Content reguirements for instructional materials
60200-80206 Elementary school material - selection and adoption
60260 Legislative intent for ordering instructional materials
60262 Involvement of teachers. parents and community in tnstructional material

selection
680400-60404 Secondary schodl textbooks - selection and adoption

Management Resources:
1002.90 Selection of instructional materials, CIL: 90/91-02

(1/85 6/85 5/86 9/88) 12/90

Policy Reference UPDATE Service

California School Boards Association
3100 Beacon Boulevard. Post Office Box 1660, West Sacramento. California 95691 » {116} 3714691

Copvmght 1993 by CSBA. All iights reserved.
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CSBA Sample
Administrative Regulation

Community Relations AR 1312.2(a)
COMPLAINTS CONCERNING INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

Note: The {ollowing regulation provides procedures for receiving, considering and acting
upon comiplaints regarding tnstructional materials used by the district. All parts of the
regulation. including specified timelines, may be modified as desired to reflect district
practice,

Complaints concerning instructional materials will be accepted only from
staff, district residents, or the parents/guardians of children enrolled in a
district school.

Complaints must be presented in writing to the principal. Complaints
regarding printed material must name the author. title and publisher.
and identify the objection by page and item numbers. In the case of
nonprinted material. written information specifying the precise nature of
the objection shall be given. The statement must be signed and
identified in such a way that a proper reply will be possible.

Individual students may be excused from using challenged materials after
the parent/guardian has presented a written complaint. The teacher will
then assign the student alternate materials of equal merit. Use of the
matertals by a class., school or the district. however. shall not be
restricted until so directed by the Superintendent or designee.

Upon receiving a complaint. the principal will acknowledge its receipt
and answer any questions regarding procedure. The principal will then
notify the Superintendent or designee and the teacher(s) involved of the
complaint. The Supeérintendent or designee will determine whether the
complaint should be considered on an individual basis or whether a
review committee should be convened.

The use of challenged materials by class. school or district shall not be
restricted until final disposition has been made by the appropriate review
committee.

A review committee may be formed under the direction of the
Superintendent or designee. It shall be composed of the principal and
five or more staff members selected by the Superintendent or designee
from relevant administrative and instructional areas.
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AR 1312.2(b)

COMPLAINTS CONCERNING INSTRUCTIONAL MATERJALS (continued)

In deliberating challenged materials, the review committee shall
consider the educational philosophy of the district; the professional
opinions of other teachers of the subject and of other competent
authorities; reviews of the materials by reputable bodies; the teacher's
stated objectives in using the materials; and the objections of the
complainant.

The review committee shall determine the extent to which the
challenged material supports the - curriculum. the educational
appropriateness of the material. and its suitability for the age level of the
student.

Within 30 days of being convened, the review committee shall summarize
its findings in a written report and submit it to the Superintendent or
designee for final action. The Superintendent or designee shall notify the
complainant of his/her decision no later than 60 days after the complaint
was filed.

The report of the review committee together with the Superintendent or
designee’s recommendation may be brought to the Governing Board for
consideration and final decision.

Note: The following optional paragraph [Imits reconsideration within a specifled time
period. as suggested by the CDE in Program Advisory CIL: 80/91-02, The 12-month
timeline is a CSBA suggestion and may be modifled as desired.

When any challenged instructional material is reviewed by the district. it
shall not be subject to any additional reconsideration :or 12 momnths.

County or State-Adopted Material

If the challenged material has been adopted by the County Bowrd of
Education. the Superintendent or designee may forward the complaint.
without action. to the office of the County Superintendent of Schools for
reevaluation and decision.

If the questioned material has been adopted by the State of California. the
Superintendent or designee may forward the complaint. without action.
to the California Department of Education for reevaluation and decision.

12/90

Policy Reference UPDATE Service

California School Boards Association

3100 Bracon Boulevard. Post Office Box 1660, West Sacramento. California 95691 = (916) 3714691
Copvnght 1993 by CSBA. All nghts reserved. 3 6
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ERIC

PAruext provided by ERIC
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"Action taken: Date:

CSBA Sample
Exhibit

E 13122

CITIZEN'S REQUEST FOR RECONSIDERATION OF INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS

Date:

TITLE:

AUTHOR:

PUBLISHER: DATE OF EDITION:
Request recetved by: Title:

Citizen's Name: Phone:

Cltizen Represents:
Himself/Herself: Orgamzauon or Gmup:

1. Towhat do you object? (Flease be spec!ﬂc. cite pages, tape sequernce, video frame, and

words)
2. What do you feel would be the result of reading/viewing this material?
3. For what age group would yor: recommend this material?
4.  Did you read/view the entire selecton?
5.  If not, what percentage did you read/view, or what parts?
6. Isthere anything good about this material?
7. What would you like the school to do about this material?
0O Do not assign it to my child.
0  Withdraw it from all students.
{J  Reevaluate it.
8. Are you aware of how this work has been assessed by literary critics?
9. What do you belleve Is the thesis of this work?

10. Inits place, what work would you recornmend?

Stgnature of citizen

12/90

Policy Reference UPDATE Service

California School Boards Association

3100 Beacon Boulevard. Post Office Box 1660, Weu Sacramento. California 95691 @ (916) 371-4691
Copyright 1993 by CSBA. Al nghes reserved.
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Board of Direclors:

Amencan AyoCision
of Universiry
‘Wormen. CA Dev.

Asjocralion of
Calilormaa Udban
School Dagiicts

Associalion of Low
Waealth Schools

Association of
Mexican-American
Bducatods, Inc.

Calilorma Associa:
fon ol Admini-
swrators of State and
Federal Education
Prograom

California
Associalion loe
the Glhed

Califofnia Atsocid
tioh ol School
Business Officials
Calilornia Associs-
tion ol School
Tranisportaiion
Ofiiclals

Caliigrnla Fediralion
ol Teachers AFLCIO
California Media
and Llbrary
Educaions
Ansoiation

Californis School
Bousds Associalion

Calilomnis School
Counseion
A< it ko

California School
Employees

Alsoc laion
Califomia Schoot
Nunes
Qrganteation

Californla Stale
Parents, Teachers
and Sludents
Association

Catitornig Teachen
AVioCialion

Della Kappa
Gamma Sociely. Chi_
Stale-Callicenip

League ol Woman
voleis of Calilotma

Schoals for Sound
Flnance

Service Employees
Intesnational Union,
AFL.CIO.CLC

Roard of Direclons
Chairman
Fhorence B, McAuley

Educational Congress of California
c/o California School Employees Association ®* 1127 11th Street * Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Superintendent:

As you are aware the news media has had many storles of late about
challenges from special interest groups (political, rellgious and environmental,

eic.) to curriculum materials or pupll services. The Educatlonal Congress of
California is also concermned about these lssues.

This is the third statewide survey to determine the extent and nature of the
challenges. Repeating the survey Is impartant In gathering trend data. Each
of our twenty constltuent organizations wlil use these data in staff development
and public information programs. Coples of tha report will be made avallable
to pariiclpating districts. For coples of last year's report please send a check
in the amount of $5.00, or $2,00 for the Executive Summary to: ECC Report,
130 Bolia Ave., Alamo, CA 84507.

The accuracy of the picture presented by these data depends on ycur timely
response. We want to assure you that these data will be reported in aggregate
form. Atno time will your district be individually Identlfiled. We are asking you

to list your district name on the survey forms only so that we can contact
districts that do not respond to the Iinitlal survey.

We want to thank you In advance for your assistance In this important
research. If you have questions about the research or forms, you can call Dr.
Loulse Adler (714) 773-3011, Assistant Professor of Educational
Administration, Californla State Universlity, Fullerton, who I8 coordinating the
research for ECC: or Florence McAuley, (515) 837-8565, Chalrperson of ECC.

Sincerely,

Hpunee BINGuliyy-

Fiorence McAuley,
Chalrperson
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Caitlornia State University, Fullwion
Loulss Adisr, ECS52, Educalional Adminisiration
Fislerion, CA 026348000 o (714)773-3011

DISTRICT REPORT
Plosss reum s 5000 88 possbiet
District County
Address Phone ( )
ADA# Type of Distict: K-6/8 (] k-12 [1 High School [
Titie of Person Reporting_ Date

GENERAL INFORMATION:

1. Has your school district ever had a chaiienge to the use of curriculum materials or
pupll service? '

] Not to my knowledge [ ves
2. Does it seem to you that your district Is experlencing (check one of the following):
[] The same number of challenges as In past years, or
O More challenges than In past years,
] Fewer challenges than in past years?
3. For the last two schocl years has your district recelved any chailenges to
curriculum and/or pupil/student services (1991-92 and 1992-983)7
] No {if no, please sxip to #6)
] Yes, how many? Total # (It yes, please fill in blue Chailenge Report.)
4.

How many challenges have there heen to each type of material or service during
1991-92 & 1992-937 (Place the appropriate number in the box.)

U] Textbook O Fiim ] ubrary Book
" curriculum Guide [0 Class Discussion/Lecture

O Counsetor Services 3 school Nurse W] Psychotogist

Clother:
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What waa the most common reasen(s) for the challenge(s) duting the last two school
years? (Check those that apply.)

O controversial [ Not age appropriate
O Religious conflict O offensive to minoritias
[ satanic/witcheraft [ sexually explicit

[J Out of date O Poor role model

[ Violence O Profanity

O Other;

POLICY:

6.

Does your district have a written policy for dealing with challenges?

0 No [3 Yes (Please send a copy of the policy with this form.)

if you do not have a policy, do you intend to develop a policy?

O No [ Yes [ Does not appiy, we have a policy.
Has your district used the challenge policy?.

[J Not applicable, we have no policy.

[J No, we have had no challenges.

[J No, we have had challenges but did not use the policy.
[1 Yes, we have had challenges and used the policy.

When was the policy last reviewed or revised?

(3 within the last 2 years, ] Within the last 5 years, [] Naither

CHALLENGES IN OTHER DISTRICTS:.
10. Have you read or heard about challenges In other districts?

11,

O No O Yes

How would you characterize what you remember hearing about these chailenges in
other districts? (Check appropriate answers.)

[0 Challenges were handled routinely with little controversy.
[J Chalienges were somewhat contentious and disruptive.
[J chailenges were very disruptive.

(] challenges caused community wide controversy.

O other:

40 over
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12. When you consider new curriculum and/or services for your district, how are you
influenced by what you have heard ab~ut challenges?
(Check the one box that reflects how you think your district wouid respond.)

We are not influenced at ell.

We plan the cdoption process carefully to avold controversies, but we make our
own independent Judgement.

We would consider tems challenged eisewhere, but it would be less likely we
would adopt them.

We might not conslder items known to have caused contentious challenges in
other districts.

We would not conslder adopting curriculum and/or services that caused
contentious challenges In other districts.

O 0O 0 4ag

{Please send coples of your poticy for dealing with challeriges and any other documents
from your district such as the challenge forms.)
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@lﬂmﬂi Siate Unhversity, Fullerton
Louise Adler, EC552, Educational Administration
Fullerton, CA S2634-8000 e (714)773-2911

CHALLENGE REPORT FORM DISTRICT

Give dSinCt N,

Pleasa fill cut or:e form for each separate challenge. Two forms are provided. A photo copy can ba made [f there were more
challenges. This information is very important for comparison to challenges in prior years.

1. The approximate data of the first report of the challenge
Report data for the 1991-92 and 1992-93 school years only]

2. The site of the challenge: []Elementary, [ Jr. HighyMiddie, [ tigh School.

WHAT: .
3. What was the type of material or service challenged?
[ Textbook 0O Film
0O cClass Discussion/Lecture . [ Library Books O cumculum Guide
O psychologist ™1 Counselor Services O sehoot Nurse
[ other,

4,  For challenged material, what is the:

Title/name

Author/provider
5. Is this material adopted by: [0 state Board of Education, [J Local schoot board, [J Neither
WHO:
6. Who were (are) the challengers? (Check all appropriate categories.)

3 parents O Religious group O Special interest group

a Community members O Non residents O Teacher

[ Board member O Principal O pistrict office staft

O other empioyse
7. How many paople made the initial ehallenge? #

8. How many paople supported the ¢hallenge in writing or al a mesting? {approx. #)

9.  Were any of the challengers/supporters not reside:ds of your district? [J No, [0 Yes, how many?

10. Has this person(s) challenged school practices or materials In the past?

O no O ves, Pleasa identity approximate date and subject of challenge:

11. Has ény organized group been kdentified by the challenger(s) as supporters or pariiclpants In the challenge?

ONno O Yes Piease identify the group(s):

12. Did the person(s) challenging the mateilal refer to arguments or viewpoints daveloped by Individuals or groups from
outside the community?

[ No, O Notsure, [J Yes, Piaase Identify;
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ERIC

PAruext provided by ERIC

S wHY:

13. What was the staled reason for the challange? (Check thosa that apply.)

{1 controversial [J Not age appropriate
O Religious conflict I offensive 1o minorities
0 satanic/witchcratt O sexually explicit

3 Out of date O Poor rote model

O violence O Protanity

[ Other;

14. What did the chalienger ask the school district 10 do when the challenge originated?

[ Excuse their child from using the material or service
(O Restrict use of the material or service

[J Revise or edit out "objectionable* sections

[0 Completely end use of the material or service

DEALING WITH THE CHALLENGE:

15.

18.

17.

19.

Mas the challenge been covered by the medla? [1 No, [ Yes (Piease attach copies.)
Has the challenge been discussed &! a public board meeting? O nNo, [ Yes (Please attach minutes.)

Has the district contacted an etiorney regarding the challenge? [ No, [J Yes

what steps have been taken 1o date to respond to the challenge? {Check those appropriate.}
[J statt has met with challengers

[ statt has requested the challengers put their concems In writing

O Challengers have received a written response (Please attach a copy.)
[ District tormed & review committee

At what level was the final dacision on how to dea! with the challenge made?
O school site, [ District office, [ School board

RESLULT:

20,

21,

The final decision made was;  {Check those appropriate.)
[ To remove the challenged metarial or end the services

D3 To restrict use of the challenged material or service (Please give details):

O To use the chalenged material or corvice

O To use the materiale or service, but axcuse the chiidren of the challenger(s) from use of the material
O other;

In your opinion what would challengers say about the outcome you have described above?
(More than one can be medced )

O satisfied

[ Got e fair hearing/but don't like the outcome

O No one really listenad/nothing changed/but district was nica
[0 Were treated badly/don't ike the outcome

[0 we'll be back

[0 we're taking our kids out of school 43
O sae you at the next election '
O other,

How satisfied do you think the challengers were with the outcome?
O very Satisfied, [ Somewhat Satisfied, [] Somewhat Dissatisfied, [J Very Dissatisfied
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A Caaliton of Organizations
Interested in Quality Education

The Educational Congress of California,
organized in 1972, is an independent
coalition of statewide groups both
community-based and professional who
have an interest in public education.

The Congress provides a forum for the
discussion and dissemnination of timely

information which relates to K-12 education.

A primary interest of the coalition is to
improve communication and broaden the
perspective of member organizations. ECC
serves as a vehicle to build understanding
and trust.

School finance and the issues which have
impact on policy as it relates to finance are
presented, discussed and disseminated to
the two million constituent members.
Common interest and goals are established
in order to speak as a united voice on
issues either pending in the legislature or
before the voters of California.

EDUCATIONAL
CONGRESS OF
CALIFORNIA

Chairman: Florence McAuley

-

Assistant Chairman: Joel Schaffer

Secretary: Atha Jane Hayward
Treasurer: Carol Boyer
Member Organizations

Association of California School Administrators
Association of California Urban School Districts
Association of Low Wealth Schoals

Association of Mexican-American Educators
California Association of Administrators of State -
& Federal Education Programs

California Association of the Gifted -

California Association of School Business OfflClalS
California Association of School Psychologists
California Association of School Transportation
Officials

California Media & Library Educators Assoclat:on
California School Boards Association

California School Counselors Association
California School Employees Association
California School Nurses Organization

California State Parents, Teachers & Students
Association

California Teachers Association

Pelta Kappa Gamma Society, Chi State-California
League of Women Voters of California

Schools for Sound Finance

Service Employees International Union,AFL,CIO,CL(C
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